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PAINTING PICTURES OF DISTRICT PROJECTS 1984-85:
TEACH AND REACH

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

AUTHOR: Nancy Schuyler
OTHER CONTACT PERSONS: David Doss, Glynn Ligon

MAJOR POSITIVE FINDINGS

1. Teach and Reach students gained more than predicted at grade 2 in
mathematics.

2. Most of the 136 students served in mathematics at grades 1, 2, and 3
showed higher percentile scores in 1984-85 than in 1983-84.

Most administrators and teachers with students served by Teach and
Reach believe it promoted increased student learning this past year.

MAJOR FINBINGS REQUIRING ACTION

1. Patterns of achievement for the 88 students served in reacing were
mixed. Results suggested greater growth for students in grades one
and three than for those in kindergarten and second grade.

2 The achievement selection criteria Teach and Reach uses to identify
students need to be re-examined. Only about one third of those
served in mathematics and one half of those served in reading had
pretest scores in the primary target range of the 30th to 40th
percentile on the ITBS.

3. The teachers whose students received supplementary instruction
through Teach and Reach suggested these areas for improvement.

Revised score ranges for selection,
o Improved instructional approaches.

Two thirds suggested:

Better instructional arrangements,
e Improved coordination of schedules,
o Consideration of subject areas for focus.

One half suggested:
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84.50 TEACH AND REACH

WHAT IS TEACH AND REACH?

Staff: 1 supervising teacher
6 basic skills teachers (1 per campus served)
1 part time parental advisor
1 secretary

Students Served by Campus, Subject Area, and Grade Level:

Reading Matnematics

1 ¢ 3 [llotal K 1 2 3 Total
Andrews 10 8 10 6 34 ¢ 0 ¢c 0 0
Govalle 0o 0 0 O 0 0 0 15 25 40
Harris 12 11 7 0 30 0 0 0 8 8
Rosewood o 0 0 O 0 9 10 13 2 34
Sims o 0 0 O 0 0 8 16 13 37
Sunset Yalley 0 23* 1* 0 24 0 16* 1* 0 17
Total 22 42 18 © 88 9 34 45 48 | 136

* Some students served in both areas are counted twice.

The total number of students served as of January, 1985 was 224.

Budget: Allocation: $205,051
Expenditures as of May 31, 1985: $167,754
Cost per student: $ 749

(based on 224 students served)

Methods:

Group size. 2 Most groups were small (fewer than five students).
e Some individual help was provided as time permitted.

Place of Instruction. As of April,

o Four of six teachers used pullout only;

¢ One usually taught small groups in classrooms;

o One pulled.out students for reading and went into classroom
for mathematics.

Students were generally instructed during mathematics or language arts
time, depending on the subject taught. :

Subject Areas Taught. Three basic skills teachers taught mathematics
only, two taught reading and mathematics, one taught reading only
(kindergartners were introduced to mathematics).
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Duration. Lessons were generally 30 minutes four days per weék. First
grade mathematics classes were shorter at one school (15-20 minutes) and
longer at aiiother.

Groups started receiving service September 17 through November 12, 1984,
depending on grade level and campus. )

Grading. Teach and Reach teachers generally did not determine students'
grades or participate in parent-teacher conferences. They provided input
on performance to regular classroom teachers.

Materials. Materials varied widely across schools. In September, each
teacher chose and ordered materials s‘he 1iked. Teachers had one or more
texts they used plus workbooks and teacher-made worksheets and materi-
als. All gave homework in varying amounts. Techniques and materials
used also included educational games, reward systems for metivation and
achievement, oral work, chalkboard work, charts, flashcards, manipula-
tives, drill, exercises, quizzes, builetin boards, analogies, choral and
echo reading, holistic instruction.

WAS TEACH AND REACH IMPLEMENTED AS PLANNED?

For the most part, Teach and Reach was implemented as planned.

1. A1l proposed staff were hired.

2. About 40 students at grades K-3 in each of the six schools originally
specified were served in reading and/or mathematics. (Grade 4 was
also an opticn in the original proposal.)

3. Instruction focused on reading and mathematics skills tested on the
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) and Texas Assessment of Basic
Skills (TABS).

4, Parent involvement was encouragced through workshops, home visits and
calls, and information sent to parents.

5. An evaluation was designed and carried out.

Problems encountered and changes made in the program included the
following.

1. Staffing. The supervising teacher was hired late in September. This
contributed to several other problams:

9 One basic skills teacher and the parental advisor were not hired
until October.
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¢ The basic skills teachers on board in August had identified
students and started to serve them. Some students served did not
match initial guidelines; some teachers did not have enough
students. Many students were added to the program and some were
tzken out. Some completely new groups were formed. Most groups
started late (start dates varied from September 17 through
November 12).

¢ Materials were ordered after the supervising teacher came on board
(each teacher decided what to use on their own). Materials
available at the schools and teacher-made materials were used
until these arrived.

One teacher left the program at the end of February and was replaced.

Coordination. 0ri§ina11y, Teach and Reach teachers were to coor-

dinate pians with other teachers on Fridays. This was not possible

because other teachers were in class at this %ime. Some teachers
began teaching students in groups or individually Friday mornings;
others planned alone. Most consulted the other teachers about once a
week ‘outside of class--some asked for written weekly plans.

Pullout. Pulling students out of class for service was not advocated
n the proposal because of research findings of its negative impact;
however, it was allowed. This became the primary method of service;
four of the six teachers used pullout exclusively by spring, with two
going to the classrooms sometimes and pulling students out sometimes.

Selection Criteria. Studints scoring betwzen the 30th and 40th
percentiies in reading or mathematics on the ITBS were the primary
target group. The sécond target group was students scoring bilow the
30th percentile eligible for Chapter 1 but not served.

Only one third of those served in mathematics scored between the 30th
and 40th percentiles, with 58% scoring below this level. In reading,
one half scored between the 30th and 40th percentiles, with 23%
scoring below this level. Thus, 25% of those served in reading and
11% of those served in mathematics scored above the 40th percentile.
Program staff reported this was necessary because there were not 40
students per school scoring at the appropriate level in the grade
levels selected for service.

Skills Taught. Irstruction was to be based on needs identified by
the 1165 S s analyses and TABS results. Most teachers reported
reviewing test results for basic information on students’ skill
levels, but not using them us a specific guide for individual work.
They felt all the students needed work on the same skills. Usually
all students in a group were taught the same skill together, with
extra help provided to those in need. One teacher individualized
more.
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6. Parental Advisor. The original proposal emphasized training parents
to help their children with reading and mathematics. This was pro-
vided to some extent, but the focus of most workshops, home visits,
and calls was more general, including effective child rearing, parent
involvement in education, and ways to obtain social services. This
broader focus was at least partially attributable to the background .
of the parental advisor, which was in social services rather than i
education. A loan 1ibrary of reading and mathematics materials for
parents which was to be developed in 1984-85 will not be available
until next year.

7. Staff Development. Teach and Reach did not actively offer any ses-
sions tor school staff and none were requested. Teachers did help
with parent workshops. .

WHAT IMPACT DID THE PROGRAM HAVE ON STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT?

There are a number of ways to look at tﬁe impact of a program on achieve- S d
ment. One way is to ask: Y

"Did the students served show achievement gains greater than the
national average?" .

This approach provides valuable descriptive information. However, the

best assessment of the value of a supplementary program to AISD is the

extra benefit it provides above and beyond that seen for similar students

who ogly receive the regular program. This more salient question can be

stated as: ) a3

"Did students in the program learn more than similar AISD students
who did not participate?”

We will attempt to address both questions in this summary. The impact of
the program on student achievement is difficult to assess for a variety
of reasons (including the small number of students served per grade
level, one teacher per campus, and the difficulty of finding a valid
comparison group). In addition, Teach aad Reach only served students for
approximately 30 minutes per day four days a week; the rest of the time
was spent with the regular teacher, and, for some students, other special
teachers. The total length of time students spent on a subject did not
increase (this is true for most compensatory programs); part of the
allotted class time was simply spent with the Teach and Reach teacher
rather than the regular classroom teacher. For the most part, students
missed independent practice time in the regular class in favor of more
instruction and guided practice with Teach and Reach. (The teacher at
Sunset Valley did primarily hélp the first graders with mathematics
assignments given by the regular teacher.)
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Factors other than program service which can impact achievement tend to
balance out with larger samples. However, with smaller samples, the
program must have a larger impact to be detected with statistical tests.
With a smaller project impact, trends in the data can be detected, but it
is more difficult to make conclusive statements on impact.

In evaluating Teach and Reach, the ITBS Reading Total and Mathematics
Total scores of those served in each area as of January were checked
before and after service. Language scores were used at the kindergarten
level. A total of 80 of the 88 students served in reading had pretest
and posttest scores; 113 of 136 mathematics students had scores. Mathe-
matiss scores for the nine kindergarten students served could not be
examined because no mathematics pretest is available.

Increases and Decreases in Student Scores

The expectation is that students who learn an average amount in a year
will achieve roughly the same percentile score for pre- and posttests.
Small positive and negative changes can be expected. A program with a
positive effect should have considerably more students showing increases
than decreases in percentile scores.

The overall number and percentage of Teach and Reach students who had
percentile scores which increased, stayed the same, or decreased is shown

below.
Reading Mathematics
ho. A No. Z
Increases 45 56% 74 65%
No Change 0 - 3 3%
Decreases 35 44% 36 32%
Total E:1) T00% T3 100%

The percentage of student showing increases versus decreases in scores is
not statistically significant in either reading or mathematics. However,
a higher percentage of students appeared to make gains in mathematics as

opposed to reading.

A review of these increases and decreases in percentile scores by grade
reveals the following patterns.
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Figure 1. PERCENTAGE OF TEACH AND
REACH READING STUDENTS
SHOWING INCREASES AND
DECREASES IN ITBS READING
TOTAL PERCENTILE SCORES.
Comparisons are from spring,
1984 to spring, 1985 at
grades 1-3; kindergarten
scores are from fall, 1984
and spring, 1985.
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Figure 2. PERCENTAGE OF TEACH AND REACH
MATHEMATICS STUDENTS SHOWING

INCREASES AND DECREASES IN ITBS
PERCENTILE SCORES. Comparisons
are from spring, 1984 to spring,
1985. Kindergartners (N=9) are

not included because no mathe-
matics pretest is available.
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Student gains in reading were
more positive at grades 1 and
3; 27 of 39 first graders (69%)
showed gains while 4 of 5 third
graders (80%) did {note small
sample size).

Less than half {about 40%) of
those served in reading at the
kindergarten and second-grade

. level showed gains.

A larger percentage of students
showed increases than decreases
in mathematics. scores at all
three grade levels.

The highest percentage of
students showed increases at
grade 1.
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In both reading and mathematics some individual students showed large
increases and decreases in percentile scores between pre- and post-
testing.

Distribution of Scores

The distribution of students' percentile scores before and after service
suggests that:

o Teach and Reach had a mixed impact in reading. There was an in-
crease in both the percentage of students scoring belew the 30th
percentile (from 23% to 44%) and above the 49th (frun 10% to
38%). The percentage scoring between 30 and 49 decreased. More
students moved above 49 than below 30.

o In mathematics, the pattern was more positive. There was a
decrease in the percentage of students scoring below 30 (from 58%
to 42%) and from 30-49 (from 41% to 33%), with a corresponding
increase in the percentage scoring at or above 50 (from 2% to 26%).

These data suggest a need to concentrate on serving students who
initially score at or below the 40th percentile~--only 11% of those served
in mathematics scored above the 40th percentile prior to service while
28% of those served in reading did.

Report on School Effectiveness (ROSE)

The ROSE report (1985) is based on regression analyses which consider
previous achievement and the following factors in comparing the growth of
Teach and Reach students to others in AISD.

o Sex o Transfer status

e Ethnicity o Desegregation status (Was
o Family income school impacted? Was

o Pupil/teacher ratio student reassigned?)

for the grade

The ROSE indicates whether, compared to similar students in AISD, those in
Teach and Reach:

o Exceeded predicted gains,
o Achieved predicted gains, or
o Achieved below predicted gains.

Results indicate that:

o The gains of second graders served in mathematics exceeued
predicted levels.

o Students served in reading at grades K-3 and in mathematics at
grades 1 and 3 achieved predicted gains; i.e., gains were not
significantly different from similar students not served.
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ROSE Results
PERFORMANCE IN...

GRADE N READING N MATHEMATICS

K 21 Achieved predicted gain 9 Not available .
1 39 Achfeved predicted gain | 29  Achieved predicted gain »
2 26 Achieved predicted gain | 40 xceeded predicted gain i
3 5 . 44 Achieved predicted gain §
*Number is too small for analysis. §
WAS THE PROGRAM CONSIDERED BENEFICIAL? s
7
Program staff believed they helped their students learn new skills and ~§
feel better about school and themselves. The teachers believed their o
services were well accepted at the schools. The supervising teacher E
reported positive feedback from parents and strong support from their :
advisory board and other community members and groups. %
The districtwide surveys included questions for administrators and 3

teachers who had students served by Teach and Reach.
The 2ight administrators at the six Teach and Reach campuses all believed ~%

thet:

¢ Teach and Reach was promoting increased learning, i

o The goals and objectives were clearly communicated,

¢ The instructional emphasis on skill needs should have a posit1ve
effect on achievement.

Most indicated they had sufficient control over the way the program was
implemented. In addition, most comments they had heard about Teach and
Reach from students, parents. and teachers were positive.

Teachers' responses were fairly positive, although more mixed than
administrators.

o Almost three fourths (71%) agreed that Teach and Reach prowicted
increased learning. However, smaller percentages agreed that Teach
and Reach enhanced their instructional program (41%) or helped
the students prepare for testing {50%).

e HNot quite half (46%) of the teachers observed improved attitudes
toward school work for Teach and Reach students.

o Half of the teachers indicated coordination was adequate between
Teach and Reach and the regular instructional program.
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The biggest contributions cited in comments were that Teach and Reach:
‘0 Improved students’ confidence and attitudes towards school work;
o Provided extra small group instruction;
o Worked on specific skills.

ARE CHANGES NEEDED IN THE PROGRAM?

The Teach and Reach basic skills teachers suggested the following improve-
ments for next year:

o Sharing ideas and materials that worked among Teach and Reach
teachers;

¢ Better scheduling--including Teach and Reach in schools' master
schedules;

o Better communication with teachers;

o Serving students from the 30th-50th percentile only.

A v s W

The spring districtwide survey included items-on whether change was needed
in Teach and Reach. At least half of the classroom teachers who had
students served by the program indicated change was needed in all areas

1isted.
Lhange Needed

Area None gﬁﬁé Great
Percentile rank ranges 35% 43% 22%
of those served (N=54)
Instructional approach 38% 44% 18%
(emphasis on skill analyses)
Instructicnal arrangement 50% : 30% 20%
Coordination of schedules 51% 33% 16%
across teachers
Subject areas focused on 51% ' 38% 11%

Comments most often rade by teachers for changes were that Teach and
Reach:

. .
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e Should be available five days a week--not four;
o Needs to be coordinated more closely with classroom teachers;
e Should be available to low achievers who are not Black;
& Should sarve students with lower percentile scores.
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The supervising teacher indicated the following changes were planned for
next year.

e A notebook of ideas to share across teachers will be available.
A filing system will be established for all skill records.

A lending library of instructional materials for parents will be
set up.

Teachers will hold classes four and a half days per week.

Staff Development and staff meetings will be held monthly.

Achievement results suggest Teach and Reath may want to concentrate on
mathematics and serve students at or below the 40th percentile who need

help.

N S
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TEACH AND REACH
PROJECT RECORDS
Purpose

Project Records supplied information relevant to the following decision
question and information needs:

Decision Questior Di. Should Project Teach and Reach be continued as
1s, modified, or discontinued?

Information Need Il. Who was served by Teach and Reach?

Information Need I2. How was Teach and Reach structured and
impTlemented?

Procedure

Students Served

ORE needed to know the students served by Teach and Reach for several
reasons.

1. To fulfill a request by program staff that longitudinal scores by
supplied on students served by Teach and Reach.

2. To allow inclusion of Teach and Reach in the annual study of
overlap in students served by compensatory programs in AISD.

3. To complete analyses of the cost and impact of the program.

Data Collection. To determine who was served by Teach and Reach, the
Tollowing steps were taken.

1. At the October 12 inservice, the request for students' scores was
discussed. Teachers were told that if they promptly supplied the
names, identification (ID) numbers, grade levels, of those served,
we would send them a 1isting of all scores available for the
student based on a Chapter ¢ longitudinal file (BIGG file). A
blank form was provided for student information (se2 Attachment
A-1). Test scores are available in students' cumulative folders,
but teachers wanted this information in summary form.
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2. Three responded fairly quickly to the request for student
information-~-the other three responded very slowly. The
supervising teacher was asked to remind teachers of the need
to send in student names about two weeks after the initial
request was made. She did so at the next staff meeting.

3. A reminder memorandum was sent to three teachers who had not
returned 1ists November 27 (see Attachment A-2) along with
another blank form.

4. The last two teachers sent in their 1ists early in January.

5. Rosters changed considerably at some schools through October.
As updates on new students were received, these test scores
were also determined.

6. Chapter 1's BIGG file computer program was used to print out
students' scores. We had hoped all schools could be done at
the same time. Because of the staggered return of student
names, the program had to be run several times as student
names were returned.

Updates on changes in students served were ob*ained in two ways.

1. Late in January, teachers were asked to send any updates on
students served by the program. They had the option of
1isting changes on a blank form or noting changes on a
printout showing who we had 1isted as served (see Attachment
A-3). This update was needed to assure a current 1isting was
available for the overlap study carried out in February.

2. As teachers were interviewed (in January, March, and April),
the current 1isting of students was reviewed and revised if
necessary.

The Student File. As lists of students were returned, any missing ID

numbers were j0oked up on the STUD file (based on Student Master File).
Students' ID numbers, names, grades, and subject area for instruction
were then keyed into the CRT terminal. A password and program name
(DP-REACH) were assigned to the file. The programmer set up the
appropriate fields; the evaluation associate keyed in names and updates
as received. Subject areas were coded as reading (R), math (M), or both
reading and math (B). The status column was used to indicate students
who were added (A) or dropped (D) during the fall, or added or dropped
after January (A* or D*). The format is shown in Attachment A-4.

Data Analyses. Once final student 1ists were available in April, counts

were made (by hand) of the number of students served by Teach and Reach
by campus, grade, and area taught. A1l students in the program as of
January were included. A separate count was made of the number of
students who left the program after January.
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Overlap Study. The Chapter 1 Migrant evaluator and programmer/analyst
complegea the overlap study in April., This study produced a duplicated
and unduplicated count of the number of students served by 1, 2, 3, or 4,
and 5 or more programs. In the duplicated counts, students can be
counted more than oncz; in the unduplicated counts they can not. Program
codes and definitions used are shown in Figure A-1, It should be noted
that some codes indicate students eligible for a program but not served.

Students served in reading, mathematics, and both areas were treated as
separate populations. Students served at all were included--inciuding
same who dropped out of the program. The only ones excluded were those
with no designation on their records of reading, mathematics, or both
areas (these students never really entered the program).

Program Structure and Implementation

Various pieces of information obtained from Teach and Reéﬁh helped to
clarify the nature of the project and implementation.

1. Project proposal: This proposal, developed during the summer
of i§§1, regiecfs plans for the program (see Attachment A-5).
It describes project goals, philosophy, staffing, target
schools, procedures and strategies, parental involvement,
evaluation, advisory board, staff qualifications, and proposed
budget. This proposal was intended as a guide for project
implementation in 1984-85,

2. Supervising teacher: She provided information on how the
project was being implemented throughout the year. In the
fall, she provided descriptive data on the project (gathered
based on Attachment A-6). She also talked with each teacher
about the nature of the program at their school. She also
supplied general progress reports throughout the year. In the
spring, information gained through the teachers was verified
with her and she supplied additional information on program
implementation.

3. Teach and Reach brochure: A'project description was included
in this brochure as well as in the December issue of
Developments.

4. Staff interviews: Teachers and the parental advisor were
interviewed in the spring of 1985 to obtain information on
Teach and Reach at each campus (see Appendix C).
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Results

Students Served -

The chart below shows the number of students served in reading and math-
ematics as of January by Teach and Reach.

S S W (171 R S S Total
ofal

Andrews 10 8 10 &6 34 0 0 o0 0 0
Govalle o 0 o0 o 0 0 0 15 25 40
Harris 12 11 7 0 |30 o o0 o 8| 8
Rosewood 0 0 0 0 0 9 10 13 2 34
Sims o o0 o0 o 0 0 8 16 13 37
Sunset Valley | 0 23* 1* 0 24 0 16* 1* 0 17
Total 22 42 18 6 88 9 34 45 48 136
*Some students served in bOTh areas are counted twice

The total number of students served as of January, 1985 was 224.

A large number of students were added and dropped in September and
October at most campuses as loads were readjusted to mor2 closely match
ITBS and other program guidelines. It is difficult to tell from records
turned in to us how many students actually were added or dropped to the
program after this point because teachers turned in their original lists
on so many different dates and the file simply notes “add* or "drop.”

My best estimate (based on a review of lists sent for review in January
versus final 1ists created in April) is that the following number of
students were added and dropped at each campus after October.

Estimated Student Additions and Deletions after October, 1984

Campus Adds Drops
Andrews 2 5
Covalle - -
Harris 1 5
Rosewood 2 4
Sims - 1
Sunset Valley 2 9
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The reasons students were added or dropped after October included:

l ¢ Students moving to or from Teach and Reach schools,
e Students moving to special education,
o Students scoring too high or low on the ITBS (a2 few were served
after October and phased out).

The Overlap Study -

Duplicated Count. Figure A-1 shcws a duplicated cuunt of the overlap of

Teach and xeach students served in reading, mathematics, or both areas

with other compensatory programs. A total of 231 Teach and Reach -
students are included. Major areas for overlap were: .

1. Teach and Reach served 82 students in mathematics who are also
served in reading by Chapter 1.

2, Teach and Reach served thirty students in reading, nine in
matiematics, and seven in both areas whu are eligible for
Chapter 1 but not served.

3. Teach and Reach served three students in reading, six in math-
ematics, and one in both areas who also received special
education services.

AR AN
PN A N

S iarnZh? cut

It is important to remember that students can be reflected more than once
in these counts.
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Undurlicated Counts. Unduplicated counts of overlap for each Teach and
Reach campus and across AISD are shown in Figure A-2. The summary pages

i
!
i
i
i
i
i
l reflect a slightly higher number of students because of those students no
i
i
i
]
i
i
|

longer in Teach and Reack who transferred to other AISD campuses.

The chart below shows the number of Teach and Reach students also in
other special programs by campus. Note that two categories refleci
students eligible for a program but not served.

.. Ce .

. PR . .
el “_,4 H 34"“" e

P N P R SR NI 1

in Chapter 1 th.l Eiigibie  In Special Efigitie tor CTh.l
Campus Reading !Not Served) Education Migrant (Not Served)
kM,

o e —

Andrews ’ ITRR
STRM

Bovalle 221RM ITRM

(1TRM  eewe- same student --<-- 1TRM) -
Rarris 20TRR, ITRH, TIRR (also -
N 2TRB in Ch.l NS)
Rosewood 30TRM STRN TiRN

s ----- same students----<---
Sims 241 ~alRR

Sunset LIRB 3
Valley !
lotal: 81 45 i0 1 -
UNDBUPLICK

“OF TEACH AND REACH STUDENTS IN OTHER SPECIAL PROGRAMS: nu
1984-85. Students in ( ) fit in two categories besides Teach and Reach. TRM, ;§
TRR, TRB reflects Teach and Reach, Mathematics, Reading, and both areas. S
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Thus, the greatest overlap is between students in the Chapter 1 reading
and Teach and Reach mathematics programs (81 studenis). Tais occurs at
Govalle, Rosewood, and Sims.

A totzl of 45 Teach and Reach students are eligible for Chapter 1 but not
served; 10 Teach and Reach students are in special education; 1 is
cligible for Chapter 1 Migrant but not served.

Six Teach and Reach students fit in two other categories; 4 are actually
served by two other programs (Chapter 1 and Special Education).

Program Structure and Implementation

Differences in the way the program was initially designed {see project
proposal in Attachment A-5) and implemented (based on information from
supervising teacher, basic skills teachers, and IT3S records) were in the
follg:ing areas.

Objective 3: Teach and Reach planned to provide opportuntties for
regular conferences between the Teach and Reach and classronm teachers.
The original conception was that these could occur on Fridays when the
Teach and Reach teachers did not have regular classes. However, this was
not possible because the classroom teachers were in class at this time.
Teachers generally talked before or after school or other break times;
some teachers provided each other with written summaries of their plans
for each week.

Objective 5--Parent Involvement: The Staff Interviews appendix discusses
differences Detween the proposal and implementation. Basically, the
focus became somewhat more general than originally planned--partly
because of the background of the person hired for the pasition.

Phi]osoghx: Pulling students from the classroom for instruction was not

advoca ecause of research findings, but grouping decisions were left
to local campus option. While most teachers tried working in at least
some classrooms initially, four of six used puli out exclusively by

?arch. ¥he other two pulled at least some groups of students out for
nstruction.

Targeted Schools and Students: Students at Harris were served later than
most students at other campuses because the teacher was not hired until
late October. The supervising teacher who hired her was also hired late
(1ate in September). Some grouns did not receive service until after
Gctober i at every school but cne due to changes made in the students
served and students added to accomplish a load of 40 students per day.

Original.guidelines called for serving approximateiy 40 students per
campus who scored between the 30th and 40th percentile in readirg or
mathematics on the ITBS and were not served by Chapter 1. Students below
the 30th percentile could also be served if they were not served by
Chapter 1. Grades K-3 were targeted with grade 4 as an option.
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As of January, 224 students were served rather than 240 (some left the
program). Only one third of those served in mathematics scored between
the 30th and 40th percentiles, with 58% scoring below this level. In
reading, one half scored between the 30th and 40th percentiles, with 23%
scoring below this level. Thus, 25% of those served in reading and 11%
of those served in mathematics scored above the 40th percentile. Staff
reported there were not 40 students available per school at the appro-
priate level in grade levels selected. No fourth graders were served.

The Overlap Study showed 81 Teach and Reach Math students were served by
Chapter 1 in reading. These problems generally arose because 40 students
scoring between the 30th and 40th percentile could not be identified at
the appropriate grade level in the appropriate subject area.

Two teachers taught 4 1/2 days per week rather than 4; most others
planned on their own on Fridays and provided some individual help to
students in need.

Instructional Procedures and Strategies: Most teachers did review skills

analyses sheets tor students. However, most reported that they did not
plan their instruction strictly around them. They reported that most
students needed work in the same areas, so instruction was based more on
essential elements tested than on individual skills analyses. Often,
whole groups would be introduced to a concept together and those who
nerded extra help would then receive it. At grade 1, one teacher found
Meiropolitan Readiness Tests (MRT) more helpful for reading because they
were more recent (the MRT is optional).

Time Use and Scheduling: Scheduling was sometimes difficult; 2 amount

of time devoted to grade levels served was not always equal; students
were generally served during the subject area time slot (however, it was
unclear whether students always received primary instruction in the
classroom or whether they missed it to receive Teach and Reach
instruction).

Parental Involvement Component: (See Staff Interviews Appéndix.) Ten

parent workshops/meetings were held (only four appeared to focus on
reading and mathematics achievement). Meetings including principais,
teachers, and parents were not mentioned by the advisor. She did meet
regularly with principals, however. A few parent/teacher conferences
were held (some parents were called). Teachers did sharc some materials
with parents. The parent advisor did not provide information to parents
on testing--one of the teachers did. A loan library of instructional
materials was not available this year but will be next year.

Staf * Development Component: Teach and Reach did not supply any work-
snops to campus staff. Teach and Reach did not encourage such workshops
and none were requested.
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1984-85 OVERLAP STUDY

DEFINITIONS OF PROGRAMS FOR
1984-85 OVERLAP STUDY

The programs included in this study are defined below:

ABBREVIATION

PROGRAI4 OR STUDENT GROUP

LEP-TBE

LEP-SE

LEP-ESL
1MIG-S

SMIG-S

1MIG-NS

Figure A-1,

Transitional 2ilingual
Education

ESL. Programs for LEP
students

LEP students receiving
their ESL instruction

as part of their special
education program

One-Year Migrant Students
Served by a Migrant Program
Teacher

DEFINITION

Elementary LEP students with a

Spanish or Vietnamese home language,
or 7th and 8th grade LEP students at
Murchison Junior High who are enrolled
in the TBE program.

K-12 LEP students who are not in

the TBE program must be provided ESL
instruction. (No Special Education
students)

K-12 LEP students enrolled in special
education who are receiving special
help with English as specified in their
individual education plans (IEPs).

These are “currently” migratory
students whose parent(s) or guardian
is a migratory agric:uitural worker or

.or migratory fisher, and who have moved

Aithin the last 12 months from one

. school district to another in order to

Five-Year Migrant Students
Served by a Migrant Program
Teacner

One-Year Migrant Students
Not Served by a Migrant
Program Teacher

1964-85 QVERLAP STUDY RESULTS,
(Page 1 of 5)

find seasonal work, and who were served
by a Migrant Program teacher, K-12, in
1984-85.

These are "formerly" migratory

students who have not migrated during
the last year, but who did migrate
within the last six years, and who were
served by a Migrant Program teacher,
K-12, in 1984-85.

These are “currently” migratory
students whose parent(s) or guardian
is a migratory agricultural worker or
migratory fisher, and who have moved
within the last 12 months from one
school district to another in order to
to find seasonal work, and who were
not served by a Migrant Program
teacher, K-12, in 1984-8S.
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Five-Year Migrant Students
Not Served by a Migrant
Program Teacher

Special Education

Chapter 1 Students Served

These are “formerly" migratory :
students who have not migrated :
during the last year, but who did
migrate within the last six years, and
who were not served by a Migrant Pro-
gram teacher, K-12, in 1984-85,

A special education student is a :
student, ages 0-21 years, who has a .ot
handicap or impairment which prevents -
1earning or benefitting from reguiar
education services. The identification
of this handicap or impairment is de-
termined from a comprehensive
individual assessment consisting of

two major parts: (1) assessment of
language and communication, physical,
emotional/behavioral, sociological,

and intellectual functioning; and (2)
assessment of educational performance
levels and competencies. The decision y
to place a student into Special 3
Education can only be made by the i
Admission, Review and Dismissal (ARD) "
Committee based on these assessments :
as stipulated by the S.B.0.E. Rules N
for Handicapped Students. The AKD
Tommittee 1s composed, at a minimum,
of a school administrator, a special :
education teacher or classroom.teacher, "
and the parents. Additional members - :
may include a special education super-
visor appraisal personnel, the

student, if appropriate, and other
school personnel as needed. The
students included in this report are
the active special aducation students
who were listed on SEMS, the District's
special education file, for 1984-85,

at the time the "Overlap Programs*

were run,

aaderad by i
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The Chapter 1 Program provides sup-

plementary reading instruction to ;
low-achieving students in 30 elementary -
schools (Allison, @ Schoolwide

Project school is not included in this
number, however, Becker Elementary

(at grades 4-6)--a Schoolwide Project
school at grades K-3--is included in
this figure.) AISD Chapter 1 schools
must be chosen by first ranking all of
the District's schools on the basis of
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the percentage of low-income students
who reside in each school's attendance
area. Individual students within
Chapter 1 schools are ranked on the
basis of greatest educational need.
Chapter 1 eligible studerts are those
with reading achievement test scores
at or below the 30th percentile '
(or the 30th percentile in

language for kindergarten £t
students). Students with the lowest
tast scores are served first, with as
many students served as resources
allow. Any student served as of
November 1984 is included in these
analyses.
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CH1-SWP Chapter 1 Schoolwide Projects The Schoolwide Project schools,
Allison and Becker. are distinguished
from regular Chapter 1 schools by
their reduced pupil/teacher ratio.
Supplemental local funds are uced to
hire additional classroom teachers.
In a Schoolwide Project school,
Chapter 1 funds are combined with

" local funds to iower the pupil/
teacher ratio, and Chapter 1 instruc-
tion is no longer distinguishable
from regular instruction. Al
students in the school are considered
to be served by Chapter 1. This year
AISD will have Schoolwide Projects
at Allison and Becker for the fifth
year, Both schools utilize the
Schoolwide Project concept at grades
K-3. (Becker at grades 4-6 will be
considered a regular Chapter 1
school.)
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CH1-NS Chapter 1 Eligible Some students who are eligible for
Students/Not Served Chapter 1 services are not actually

served by the program. Thes2 students
may sometimes be served by other
programs, such as Special Education.
However, some schools did not serve
all of their eligible students
because of limited Chapter 1 resources.
Students included in this categery
are those in Chaptar 1 schools who
were eligible for Chapter 1 service,
but who were not served by the
Chapter 1 Program.

Figure A-1. (Page 3 of 5)




SCE-E State Compensatory Education The SCE program provides compensatory
education to low-achieviang elementary
students. Students are assigned by the
the principals of schcols with SCE

- teachers. Decisions are based on
achievement scores (ITBS) and
teacher recommendations. For con-
sistency with Chapter 1, the principals
were asked to select students at or
below the 30th percentile for SCE
services. Teaching mode and subjects
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58 covered (reading, language arts, and/or i
gl math) are at the discretion of each S
i principal.

ﬁl' PROJ-ACH Project Achieve froject Achieve is.a program targeted v
¥ at those eighth- and ninth- grade E
R students scoring at the 40th percentile k:
l or lower on the 1983-84 ITBS Reading P
q test. The students are taught study L
i skills and test-taking skills, in i
l language arts classes. ;'; ,,(:
L TR-R Teach and Reach-Reading This locally funded program is b

designed to improve specific reading
skills of identified Black students
in six schools: Sunset Valley,

Harris, Rosewood, Govalle, Andrews, !
and Sims. Students are identified i
based on ITBS scores and teacher b
judgement. Chapter 1 students are "
not being served in reading. The %5
program focuses on grades K-3.

CIE S SRS
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TR-M Teach and Reach-Mathematics This locally funded program is
designed to improve specific
mathematics skills of identified
Black students in six schools:
Sunset Valley, Harris, Rosewood,
Govalle, Andrews, and Sims.
Students are identified based on
ITBS scores and teacher judgement.
The program focuses on grades K-3.
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TR-8 Teach and Reach-Both This locally funded program is
Reading and Mathematics designed to improve specific
' reading and mathematics skills of

identified Black students in six
schools: Sunset Valley, Harris,
Rosewood, Govalle, Andrews, and
Sims. Students are identified
based on ITBS scores and teacher
judgement. Chapter 1 students
are not being served in reading.

Ftgure A-1. (Page 4 of 5] The program focuses on grades K-3.
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Programs CHI-S  CHI-SWP__ CHI-NS MIG SPEO  LEP-TBE LEP-ESL LEP-SPED SCE-E PROJ-ACH TR-R TR-N TR-B
tH1-S 398) 0 0 135 269 166 a0 10 0 0 1 82 0
CHI-SUP 0 804 0 50 68 v o | 0 0 1 0
CHI-HS 0 0 26 128 62 100 . 229 51 0 0 30 1
MIG 135 50 128 882 83 40 n2 21 a 26 0 1o
SPED 269 68 622 83 4872 LE] 84 180 39 213 3 6
LEP-TBE 166 a7 100 0 13 88 0 0 25 25 0 0
LEP-ESL 410 103 29 M2 84 0 1481 0 53 22 0 0o 0
LEP-SPED 10 3 51 21 180 0 0 198 ) 3’ 0 0 0
SCE-E 0 0 0 a3 25 53 1 6c8 0 0 0
PROJ-ACH 0 0 0 % 213 25 22 3 0 523 0 0 0
1R-R ) ) 30 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 66 0 0
IR-M 82 9 ) 6 0 0 0 0 0 (N
1R-8 0 0 7 0 ) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 30
Figure A-1. UNDUPLICATED COUNT OF STUDENTS SERVED BY COMPENSATORY PROGRAMS. (Page 5 of 5)
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Figure A-2. (Page 3 of 9)
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84.46

ID Number
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I would like subtest scores for my students for past years they were

Basic Skills Teacher:
in AISD.

School:

Program Name:
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Attachment A-2

84.46 AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHCOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

November 27, 1984
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0: Norvell Starling, Andrews
Evelyn Tucker, Sims
Cheryl Chance, Harris

o

FROM: Nancy uyler - -

2 ;- .,
- -\

SUBJECT: Teach and Reach Students

¢ v

I have not received information on the students you are serving as yet.
I need the information shown on the attached form before December 18.
Please f£ill in the information (handwritten is fine) and retura it to
Sandra Bell as soon as possible. She will forward a copy to me.

Please note that I have changed the form slightly to include space for
the name of your studeats' regular classroom teacher. If you have already
started your list on the old form, simply attach a list of the homeroom
teachers you serve one or more students of.

Norvell, for your kindergarten students, please indicate if you instruct
- them in reading (R), math (M) or both.

This information is vital to the Teach and Reach evaluation. I need it
regardless of whether vou want past test scores or not. Please note
whether you want these scores on the attached form.

NS:1lg

Attachment

cc: Sandra Bell Ray Evans Ruth Bailey
Timy Baranoff Alma Perry

4

/
APPROVED: ‘/74 . zd‘ 7_/?;3»—_\.
Ditector, Research awd Evaluation
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Attachment A-3
AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT (Page 1 of 3)
Office of Research and Evaluation

January 23, 1985

Teach and Reach Staff
Georgene Wilson
Reginald Christopher
e —— = —— % WJebiieyCorr e e . -— -
FROM: ancy chuyluy :

R SUBJECT: Teach and Reach Survey Items T s e e s

’ Thanks a lot for your imput on survey items for teachers and administrators
- . - - concerning Teach and Reach., My revised list is attached. If you have
suggestions for changes, please send me your written comments or call me
at 458-1228 by next Priday, February 1.

. T vy e 0

- - I would also appreciate each teacher's providing two pieces of information .
; to Sandra by next Friday (sooner if possible):

1) The names of the regular teachers of your students,

2) An updated list of students you are serving (supply
Just the changes or a current complete lizt -~ whichever
is easier -~ one blank form is attached). : )

This will enable us to survey the correct teachers and to include Teach
and Reach in an annual study oa possible overlaps between various special
programs.,

I also checked on the distribution dates for the teacher and administracoer
surveys -~ they will be mailed out approximately March 1 (allowing time
for review).

NS:1g
Attachment

cc: Timy Baranoff
Elaine Jackson
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Director, Research and Evaluation
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: 84.46 (Page 3 of 3)

_ i,

lanuary 25, 1985

P

y TO: Teach and Reach teachers, Sandra Bell

5 o
FROM: WIet

T just thought of an easier way for you to provide me with an updated
list of students. I've attached a printout showing the current list
of students I have for each of you.

‘
5
. N c e L,
5 3 .o . - v 15
> o g " 5 . M . %
¥ . e . t e . s o8

NS

[E R

= .

Please mark changes on the printout as follows.

&
e
A

g _J
e

e
Ny
TS e T

Dropped = D (indicate whether transferred or dropped for another
reason; also mark date dropped) ..

-
o

LEt e

.

Added = A (please indicate date, grade, subject ares taught)

P
o

. < S S
b £t 13
2 o '

Check for any other inaccuracies, Please return the list to Sandra by
next Friday.

»*
SEAT

v
I3
&

Thanks a bunch,

N

(1f you've already listed changes on the other form I sent earlier,
that's fine; don't do it over.)
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) PROJECT TEACH AND REACH

GOAL: TO IMPROVE THE ACHIEVEMENT OF BLACK STUDENTS IN ELEMENTARY
SCHOOLS, PARTICULARLY IN GRADES K-3.

OBJECTIVES: 1. To provide an additional teacher at certain designated
schools where large numbers of Black students are per-
forming below the 50th %1le on standardized tests in
reading and mathematics. )

2. To provide designated Black students with additional
direct instruction in reading and/or mathematics in order
to strengthen skills needed for academic success.

3. To provide opportunities for the additional teacher assigned
to a campus to confer on a regular basis with the regular
classroom teachers whose childrgn he/she is serving.

4. To demonstrate, for students participating in the program,
improvement over the previous year's performance in
reading and/or mathematics on standardized achievement
tests.

5. To involve parents in the education.of their children by:

a) having parents participate in workshops focusing on
training them to work with their children on teacher-
assigned homework in reading and/or mathematics and the
appropriate use of materials made by parents in the
workshops. '

b) offering home visits to parents as a support system to
ensure that they understand and use effectively the
instructional materials made in workshops.

c) ensuring their attendance at parent-teacher conferences.
d) making available to parents on a loan basis paperback

books, learning games and other reading and mathematics
instructional materials.
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PROJECT TEACH AND REACH - a program designed to improve the academic
performance of Black students on standardized tests.

PHILOSOPHY

{ The teaching of skills alone does not define “reading” as a school subject.

H Neither does knowing a body of skills, and particularly those limited to

: standardized tests, indicate that a child can and will become a reader.
The primary goal of reading instruction should be for children to become
lifetime readers.

} Children having problems learning to read should be given the opportunity
: to read more not less; and those reading experiences must include exposure
to meaningful and enjoyable reading materials.

A Instruction for “poor readers” is expected to be of the same high quality

' as that for "good readers." Pressures directed toward teachers by the
public (parents, school boards, school administrators, legislators, etc.)
affect the what and the how of teaching. There is a mandate to raise
achievement levels of students; the day of “accountability" has arrived.
Therefore, to have students make sense of tests seems a major teaching
responsibility. ) .

Teachers in this program should make it clear to the students that the
instruction thay will receive will help them improve their performance

on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills and the Texas Assessment of Basic Skills.
Why this is important should also be understood by the students.

Teachers will help students understand that learning to.read and compute
well are activities within their reach, that these activities are worth
their efforts and that success is expected. )

The basic skills and regular classroom teachers, the supervising teacher,
the principal and parental advisor will all work cooperatively for the
benefit of children. . .

Because of research findings, pull-out is not advocated. Grouping pro-
cedures would be a local campus decision. Local campus personnel would

be expected to confer with the teachers in this program to ensure maximum
teaching and learning benefits accrue to the students. Close communica-
tion between staff members {s crucial.

The basic skills teacher would be considered as a regular memder of the

faculty and would attend all meetings and participate in all activities
as do other members of the staff.
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TARGETED SCHOOLS AND STUDENTS .

o, s delg

A number of schools have been identified as prospective participants in
this project. They were selected because of the high numbers of Black
students performing below the 50 %ile in reading and mathematics on
standardized achievement tests.

¥ e

The schools are: Andrews, Harris, Govalle, Sims, Rosewood and

Sunset Valley. The students served will be those not served by Chapter I
and who score between the 30 and 40 %ile in either reading or mathematics. 3
This project could pick-up where Chapter I left off. There may be studen
below the 30 Zile not served by Chapter I. Approximately 40 students would ,
be served on a‘daily basis (four days per week); ten students may be ¥
selected from grades kindergarten through third. The principal would have
the option of serving students in one or more of the.specified grade levels ,
K-3. For example, the principal could choose to serve ten. students at ¥
four grade levels {(K-3), forty students in grades one and two or forty '
students from grade one. The principal also would have the option of pro-
viding services to fourth grade students.

PN ....-
G o TN A R M gakes e, . t
R R o TS Ve S s

The principal would confer with grade level chairmen who would in turn
discuss student needs with teachers at their grade.levels. The principal
would make the final decision as to which students would be served.

The same forty students would be served four days each “eek.
If all four grades were served, a maximum of gne hour per day would be

allotted to each grade level. Instructional periods would be about
thirty (30) minutes.
—

PROGRAM STAFFING "

To instruct targeted students, one basic skills teacher would be assigned
to each of the designated schcols.

To design program instruction, coordinate and monitor the program, there ;
would be need of a supervising teacher. o

To manage the parental involvement component, there would be need of a
parental advisor. Other positions could be filled by volunteers.

To operate the office, a secretary would be needed.
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{;INSTRUCTIONAL PROCEDURES AND STRATEGIES

The unit analysis (individual test results contained on ITBS and TABS
computer printouts) would be utilized as the basis for determining
student needs in reading and/or mathematics. Instruction would be planned
and carried out accordingly. New skills that a student would be expected
to master in the current year would also become part of the instructional
learning plan.

e . e

The basic skills teachers would be responsible for familiarizing students
with test language and test-taking techniques including 1istening, following
directions and reading.

T

[

TIME USE AND SCHEDULING

wea aer 4

. B

Maximum and efficient use of time are vital; equal use of time over the
grade levels (if a1l grades K-3 are to be served) would be expected.

?che$u1es can be determined by the principal and teachers at the campus
evel,

L PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT COMPONENT

PARENT PARTICIPATION, UNDERSTANDING, SUPPORT AND ASSISTANCE IN THE
EDUCATIONAL PROCESS ARE A MUST FOR CHILDREN TO SUCCEED IN SCHOOL.

THE BEGINNING FOCUS FOR A NEW PROGRAM WOULD BE THE PARENTS OF THE
TARGETED PUPILS AND THEIR SCHOOLS. COMMUNICATION WOULD ALSO BE
ESTABLISHED WITH THE BLACK COMMUNITY AT LARGE.

PARENTS WOULD BE EXPECTED TO MAKE A COMMITMENT TO BE ACTIVELY INVOLVED
IN THE PROGRAM.

Meetings would be set up immediately with parents of targeted children.
The location would be the most convenient for parents. The setting would
be informal and parents would be made to feel as comfortable as possible.
At these meetings, organization of the groups would take place. The goais
and objectives for the progi:am would be made known and the jmportance of
the parents' involvement at a high level stressed.
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Meetings would be set up between parents, the principal, the counselor
and teachers of targeted children to: .

- get acquainted

- discuss goals, plans and ways to implement these

‘= discuss ways parents and teachers can be helpful to each other

The parental involvement component would include:
- Meetings and workshops for parents
- Meetings between princip&ls. teachers and parents

. Referrals from principal, teachers, other schuol
personnel on parent/child problems

Parent/teacher conferences

Information from teachers to parents
Information from parents to teachers

Activity and materials-sharing for benefit of -
children . .

Reports to parents
Reports to teachers
Reports to pupils

. Meetings with resources and agencies with pertinent
information for parents

The parental advisor would be responsible for familiarizing parents

with test language and test-taking techniques (including listening,
following directions and reading) needed by students in order to perform
well on standardized achievement tests.

The parental advisor will focus on improéing communication between
teachers and parents and principals and parents.

STAFF DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT

- Staff development would be focused at the campus level and would
be based on the expressed needs of teachers and principals at
the designated schoois. .

- Staff development would be individualized to respond to expregsed

needs and would be carri:d out by the basic skills teacher, her/his
supervisor, the parental.advisor-or an appropriate resource person.

- Staff development would focus on helping teachers improve specific
reading and/or mathematics skills of students (identified on
individual printouts, 1TBS and TABS).
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EVALUATION COMPONENT
&

‘The supervising teacher would work cooperatively with the Director of the
! Office of Research and Evaluation or his designee to design an evaluation .
component for the project. .;
ADVISORY BOARD !
: .Q;
The Board would appoint members to an Advisory Board which would meet on '
a regular basis. : "
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Supervising Teacher

Skills and Knowledge Needed

k3 Lot . "
| D gridons (IR NS v B

P
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Able to work with others including parents, project and classroom teachers,
staff from the parental involvement component, campus administrators,
central office staff and community organizations' and agencies' staffs.
Demonstrates good communication skills. )

Has broad knowledge of reading and mathematics and the skills necessary
for student success.

Able to demonstrate teaching techniques to others. :

Able to inspire and lead others to the completion of tasks.

Has broad knowledge of instructional materials available to teach reading
and mathematics.

Able to manage students effectively and positively.

Able to analyze and interpret computer printouts describing skills of
individual students. '

Familiar with M. Hunter's theories and instructional practices.

Able to deliver instruction in reading and mathematics to students.

;
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Responsibilities

Responsible for the implementation of Project Teach and Reach in coopera-
tion with the principals of designated schools.

Supervise the basic skills teachers assigned to designated campuses and the
parental advisor. :

Provide leadership in making known appropriate teaching techniques and
available instructional materials ' .
Provide staff development for basic skills teachers and share ideas for
parent workshops.

Confer on a regular basis with campus administrators of designated schools.
Keep comunication open with members of the Black community and central
office staff as appropriate. e
Work closely with parental advisor. 3
Attend parent workshops as appropriate. :
Provide model teaching as appropriate. E
Work with fourth grade students as identified by the principal and teachers. <2
Work cooperatively with the Director of the Office of Research and Evalua- 3
tion or designated staff to design an evaluation component for the project. - °
Analyze available curricular materials and.order appropriate instructional -
materials to be used in designated schools. ol
Observe project students in their regular classroom

Educational Qualifications

Minimum of three (3) years of successful classroom teaching experience at 3

the primary level. o

- BA or BSc and elementary teaching certificate mandatory, MA preferred. -
Reporting Relationship :

Reports to the Director of Elementary School Curriculum

oy
o
vl Rt .

B
S g
Wi

A-36

. Y Lamas- m RPN YUERT)
£|

R
B

5 LT

3 o

Lo
ige
(
.
o)
Sl




v e et -

* Attachment A-5
84.46 (Page 9 of 12)

Basic Skills Teacher

Skills and Knowledge Needed

Knowledgeable about the two subject areas emphisized in the project,
reading and mathematics. A

Knowledgeable about specific reading skills and mathematics concepts and
ikil}s needed for students to be successful, particularly at the primary
evel. .
Knowledgeable of a wide range of teaching materials for reading and
mathematics.

Able to diagnose student academic needs. ‘

Able to analyze computer printouts on student's performance in reading
and mathematics on Standardized achievement tests and plan appropriate
1gstruction for students so that maximum use is made of instructional
time. . ‘

Able and willing to keep in close communication with regular classroom
teachers, principal, supervisor and parents.

Able to keep records of student progress and g.'owth.

Will learn or is familiar with M. Hunter's instructional strategies for
effective instruction. -

Responsibilities

Direct teach needed skills in reading and/or mathematics to approximately
forty (40) Black students per day, four days per week from grades K-3 or
grades designated by the principal; the students will be those performing
on standardized achievement tests in the 30 to 40 %ile range or those not
served by Chapter I

Meet with classroom teachers on a regular basis t¢ discuss needs and pro-
gress of students participating in the program and homework assignments.
Assign creative homework twice weekly. The 'iomework will be ralated to
skills being taught at school.by the basic skills and classroom teacher.
Keep in close comunication with parents through formal and informal
conferences. in cooperation with the classroom teacher.

Keep parent= informed of their children's progress in cooperation with the

classroom teacher. .
Analyze computer printouts on individual students in order to know skills

needing to be strengthened.
Confer with the supervising teacher.
Keep records of progress o: students.

Educational Qualifications
Minimum of three (3) years of successful classroom teaching experience

at the primary level.
BA or BSc and elementary teaching certificate.
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. Reports to the principal at the school where placed.
The basic skills teacher will be evaluated by the principal in conjunction
with the supervising teacher.

Other
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. The basic skills teacher would be expected to participate in two parent s
workshops per year. !
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Parental Advisor

Skills and Knowledge Needed -

. Ability to plan, develop, and implement the parent involvement component
in a cost effective manner.
Ski1ls in managing the work of others.*
Skills in working with parents, school personnel, community agencies,
government personnel and others at all levels.
Creative, imaginative and assertive.

. Ability to plan with, direct, monitor and train volunteers.

. Kncwledgeable about curriculum taught in AISD, particularly reading and
mathematics at the primary level.

Responsibilities

Responsible for the operation of the parental involvement component.
Meet with principals,. teachers, grade level chairpersons and parents
to receive information and guidance and to share information.

Work in cooperation with principals, supervising teacher, and basic skills
teachers.

Specifically

Yisit parents and encourage them to visit their schools.

Help parents, teachers and administrators combine their efforts to help
students learn.

Provide parent workshops.

Give information to parants and assist them in learning how to help
their children with lesson assignments. :

Arrange for conferences between teachers and parents.

Check on students' attendance.

Keep the lines of communication open with parents, the school and other
agencies -- all who could help children learn.

Make concentrated efforts to involve parents who seldom participate by
making home visits.

Reporting Relationship

Would report directly to the supervising teacher.

*Could be volunteers
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PROPOSED BUDGET

Salaries:

1 Supervising Teacher $ 25,000.00
6 Teachers (6 Schools) 132,000.00

1 Parental Advisor 7,500.00.

TN AT TR -

1 Secretary ) 8,600.00
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Other Costs:

Instructional Materials and Supplies $ 10,000.00.
Parental Advisor Supplies 500.00
Reproduction 2,000.00
Postage . 100.00
Telephone 857.00
Other Supplies | 200.00

In-District Travel,
Supervising Teacher & Parental Advisor 950.00

$187,707.00

Formulated Summer, 1984
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OREGEN:
Program Description

Fall

l.

Program Name:

PROGRAM HISTORY: When did this program begin?

Attachment A-6
(Page 1 of 3)

What does your acronym stand for (if applicable)?

Who are vour program staff? (attach if necessary)

Name ID#

Who is served by your program?

a. Grade Levels:

K 1 2 3

b. Campuses:

Special Training
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Ea :
\l c. Names and ID#'s of students (sece attached). i
% d. Are the same students served all year?

I If not, what is the basis of the change?

;‘l i

How frequently do changes occur?
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e. How are students identified?
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Achievement Test Scores Are therc specific criteria or cut-off
gscores?
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Teacher Judgement Based on what specifically?
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4., Does this program target...?
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Discipline

Attendance

Achievement
Reading
Math
Other
(specify)
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(specify)
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If you have specific written goals and objectives, please attach.
5. What techniques do you use? i

What materials?
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6.

10.

What size groups do you work with?

Individuals

Small groups _
Whole classes ____
Other

When will you first start working with students?

How much time did you have for planning?

What is a suitable comparison group?

Are there similar programs in the District and are you in any way
associated with them?

OREGEN: Program Description

Mid-year update

10

Has the program been implemented as planned? Yes No

If not, what changes have occurred and why?

Have any students dropped out or been added? (see attached form)
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TEACH AND REACH
DISTRICTWIDE SURVEYS

Purpose ¥
Some questions on districtwide surveys were addressed to teachers and

administrators of Teach and Reach students. Responses provided
information for the following decision and evaluation questions: .

*
¥ Seae vl
2 0 L B T WA L fa e

Decision Question Dl. Should Project Teach and Reach ba continued
as 1s, moditied, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question D1-2. Was Project Teach and R-ich viewed as

orthwhile?
; l Procedure
I Survey Item Development )
_ One of the evaluation associates for District Priorities sends out R
5" surveys annually to about one half of all teachers and all administrators : 5
in AISD. Detatled procedures on these surveys can Le found in the s

1984-85 Systemwide Evaluation Technical Report (ORE Pub. No. 84.20). She
asked that items be submitted to her by early February for these o
surveys. The following steps were taken in developing items. ;.ﬁ

1. Project staff and one of the chairpersons for the Teach and )
Reach Advisory Board had expressed an interest in providing &
input vor the survey items. A meeting was held January 22 with 3
the supervising teachers, basic ski11s teachers, and one ok
advisory board chairperson to discuss possible jtems. I

3

2. These items were drafted and sent to staff, the Advisory Board
chairpersons, and the Director of Elementary Curriculum on
January 23 for review (see Attachment B-1). The Assistant .
Superintendent for Elementary Education also had a chance to o
review the items along with all other survey items.

know/not appiicable" option to the agree/disagree items.

4. The teacher surveys were sent out about March 19, with
administrator surveys following about March 25. One reminder
was sent to each group to encourage additional returns.

= w40
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1 5. The only change made fn finalictng ftens s to ad a “don' 3
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Sample

A1l principals and assistant principals at schools with Teach and Reach
received eight items related to the project. A1l teachers at Teach and
Reach campuses who had students served by the project received six items
related to the project. The Teach and Reach campus teachers provided,
over the telephone, theé names of the teachers whose students they -
served. (An evaluation associate named all teachers at appropriate grade
levels; the basic skills teachers indicated whether they did or did not
serve any of the teachers® students.)

Analysis

The number and percent of respondents giving each option were determined
by computer. Results were ready May 22. Answers to open-ended questions
were reviewad by the evaluator and grouped by type.

Results

Response Rate

Items wore sent to eight principals and assistant principals and
sixty-five teachers at Teach and Reach campuses. Eight(100%)
administrators and 56(86%) teachers responded.

Responses

Figure B-1 shows responses to ali items from teachers. Figure B-2 shows
;ﬁsgonses from administrators. In gereral, teacher responses suggest
at:

o Almbst three fourths of the teachers (71%) agreed .hat Teach and
Reach (T & R) has promoted increased learning for those served.

However, smaller percentages agreed that Teach and Reach enhanced
their instructional program (41%); one fourth (23%) indicated it
did not. Half of the respondents feit T & R helped students
prepare for testing; one third (32%) said it did not help.

¢ Almost half of (46%) of the teachers observed improved attitudes
towards school work for T & R students; one third were neutral
and 20% had not observed improvement.
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e Half of the teachers indicated coordination was adequate between
T & R and the regular instructional program--one third said it
was not.

o Five items asked to what extent changes were needed in Teach and
Reach.

- About half indicated some or great improvement was needed in
coordination of schedules across teachers, instructional
arrangements (pull out versus in-class teaching), and subject
areas for focus. The other half felt no improvement was
needed.

= Almost two thirds said some or great improvement was needed
in addressing the percentile ranks cf those served (65%) and
the instructional approach (emphasis on skills analyses)
(62%). The other third were satisfied.

Administrators' responses showed positive responses about the program in
terms of its focus, campus administrators amount of control, and comments
from teachers, students, and parents. A1l but one indicated a willing-
ness to help in revising the program for next year. Complete responses
are shown in Figure B-2.
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1.TEACH AND REACH IS PROMOTING INCREASED LEARNING FOR
THE STUDENTS IM MY CLASS WHN ARE SERVED.
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE '

B. AGREE . Do DISAGEE  F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE >
t!UMBER OF
RE SPONSESS A B c D £ F ;
TOTALS 55/65 13 26 8 5 1 2

ﬂ62 23467  47.3% 14.5% 9.1% 1.8% 3.6%

ELEMENTARY 55 . 13 26 8 -] 1 2
23.6% 47.3% 14.5% %12 1.8% 3.6%

SO

2.1 HAVE OBSERVED IMPROVEMENT IN THE ATTITUDES TOWARDS
"~ SCHOOL WORK OF THOSE STUDEMTS IN TEACH AND REACH.
A, STRCMGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE

4.

[

B. AGREE D. DISAGEE  F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A 8 ¢ 0 £ F
TOTALS 56/45 6 20 19 10° 1 0

ELENMENTARY 56 6 23 19 19 1 0
13.72 35.7% 33.9% 17.9% 1.8% 0.0%

Figure B-1. RESPONSES TO SPRING, 1985 DISTRICTWIDE TEACHER SURVEY.
(Page 1 of 9)
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3.TEACH AND RESCH HAS EMHANCED THE INSTRUCTIONAL
PRCGRAM [N MY CLASSROCN.
A« STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DI!SAGREE

Be AGREE D. DISAGEE  F. DON*T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER CF
RESPONSES A B c D - F
TOTALS Y A3 10 13 . 19 11 2 1
ELEMENTARY 56 10 13 19 11 2 1

17.9% 23.2% 33.9% 19. 63 3.6% 1.8%

4ol AM SATISFISD WITH THE AMOUNT OF COCRDINATION ON MY
CAMPUS BETWEEN THE TEACH AND REACH AND REGULAR
INSTRUCTINNAL PROGRAM. .

A. STRONGLY AGREE  C. NEUTRAL  E. STRONGLY DISAGREE

'8+ AGREE D. DISAGEE  F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A 8 c D E F
TOTALS s6/65 8 20 . 10 11 6 1
ELEMENTARY 56 8 20 10 11 6 1

14.33 35.7% 17.9%2 19.62 10.72 l1.8%

Gl I aE EE aan e

S5¢1 EACH AND REACH haS HELPED STUDENTS PREPARE FOR THE
ACHIEVEMENT TESTS THIS SPRING.
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E« STRONGLY DISAGREE

Be AGREE D. DISAGEE  F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBSER OF .
RESPONSES A B c D E £
TOTALS 56,45 7 21 14 0 10

4
36-2% 12.52 37.5% 25.0% 7? 1% 0.02 17.92

ELEMENTARY 56 7 21 14 0 19
12.53 37.52 25.0% T.1% 0.02 17.92

&

Figure B-1, (Continued, page 2 of 9).
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24 LTIORDINATION OF .SC'REDUL'E'S ACROSS TEACHERS? '
IN YOUR OPINION, HOW MUCH DOES TEACH AND REACH NEED TO CHANGE IN THIS AREA?
Ae NO CHANGE NEEDED B8 SCME IMPROVEMENT NEEDED C. GREAT IMPROVEMENT NEEDED

NUMBER CF
RE SPONSES A B8 c
TOTALY 51 /85 26 17 ]
51.0% 33.3% 15.7%
R 195% .
ELEMENTARY L3t 26 T 17

8
51.0T 32.3% 15.7%

25. INSTRUCTIONAL ARRANGEMENT (E.G. PULL OUT VERSUS
TEACHING IN A REGULAR CLASSROOM)?
IN YOUR OPINION, MOW MUCH DOES TEACH AND REACH NEED TO CHANGE IN THIS AREA?
Ae NO CHANGE NEEDED B, SOME IMPROVEMENT NEEDED C. GREAT IMPPOVEMENT NEEDED

NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A s c
TOTALS $4/65 . %; 20 1: ' 20 1%
e .6 .‘
3.4 )
ELEMENTARY 54 27 16 11

50.02 29.62 20 4%

26 +PERCENTILE RANKS RANGES OF THOSE SERVED? i R _
IN YCUR CPINION, HOW MUCH DOES TEACH AND REACH NEED TO CHANGE IN THIS AREA?
A. NO CHAMGE NEEDED  B. SOME IMPROVEMENT NEEDED C. GREAT [MPROVEMENT NEEDED

NUMBER QF
RESPONSES A B c
TOTALS 54/65 19 23 12
‘35,22 £2.6% 22.2%
£2.0%
ELEMENTARY 54 19 12

23
“35.2% 42,582 22.2%

Figure B-1, (Continued, page 2 of 9).
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27.INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACH (EMPHMASIS ON SKILL ANALYSES)?
IN YOUR CPINIOM, HOW MUCH NOES TEACH -AND REACH NEED TO CHANGE N THIS AREA?
Ae NC CHANGE NEEDED B. SOME IMPROVEMENT NEEDED C. GREAT IMPROVEMENT NEEDED

NUMSER OF
RESPONSES A B c
TOTALS 5C/65 19 22 9
38.32 44 0% 18.0%
10.9% .
ELEMENTARY 59 19 22

9
38.7% 44.0% 18.3%

28.SURJECT AREAS FCCUSED QON?
IN YOUR OPINION, HOW MUCH DOES TEACH AND REACH NEED TO CHANGE IN THIS AREA?
Ae MO CHANGE NEEDEN 8. SOME IMPROVEMENT NEEDED C. GREAT IMPROVEHMENT NEEDED

NUMBER OF .
RESPONSES A B8 c v -
TATALS 53/65 " g? a7 ;2 " 36
Je : [ ] [y 2
81.5%
SLEMENT ARY LE 27 20 6

§5.9%  37.7%3  11.3%

Figure B-1, (Continued, page 4 of 9).
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RESPONSES TO OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS ON TEACHER SURVEY
(65 possible respondents)

1. Are changes needed in areas of Teach and Reach not mentioned
specifically in previous questions?

Number
Saying

Availability (6)

1 There were a lot of times when the teacher was not herz
because of meetings, etc., so sometimes the children did not
get served for days.

1 Heeds to be consistently available. (Not twice a week, or
only when not organizing parent meeting, or absent, twice a
week, etc., or long lunch or coffee hour, etc.)

1 The program should be five days a week.

1 Students reed to see the Teach and Reach instructors five (5)
days each school week. This would provide daily consistency
of instruction. Regular classroom teachers have paperwork and
need time to develop instructional materials, hold confer-
ences, etc. just as badly as Teach and Reach personnel. This
discrepancy in job descriptions results in a 1iaison problem.

1 Yes, it needs to be a five-day instead of a four-day program.
The second grade students just begin to get in the swing of
things when Friday comes and class is cancelled.

1 I believe all low achievers should qualify not just Black
children. That is very unfair and I don't see how they can
get away with it. :

Coordination (5)
1 They need to work more closely with classroom teachers.
1 Should stay up with class. They are several pages behind.

1 I think Teach and Reach students are falling behind the
regular classroom students.

1 I prefer pull-out rather than in-class assistance.
1 Having written comunication of skills/objectives being taught

to students on assessment of skills on a regular basis could
be helpful to classroom teacher(s).

Figure B-1. (Continued, page 5 of 9)
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Miscellaneous (12)

1 Children should spend about 45 minutes in class instead of 30
minutes.

1 Need to add language skills, if possible.
10  No.

2. Do you have any suggestions for improvements in any areas of Teach
ard Reach?

Number
Saying

Availability (7)

1 More classes for more children.

1 Make sure it is taught every day -- to all classes -- ON TIME!

I Py T e g - \
e N A S Bt i TR Xt ety Tt s TN L i B, e b

1 They work with more students daily.

Should take all-of the lowest kids no matter what race they
are. Two of my lowest students cannot go because they are
Anglo.

N, .
B\ e £

One suggestion for 1mprovemént in Teach and Reach is that if
the instructor is unavailable to have work set aside to do
independently for the students.

It should be for all pupils who qualify.

Yes, change (lower) the percent ranking to include those with
greater needs. The cut off point was too high.

Coordination (3)

1 There needs to be a planning time initiated by the Teach and
Reach teacher to correlate their activities with ours. I feel
at nine weeks reporting time Teach and Rea.h teachers should
be responsible for giving input on grades. I realize they
can't give grades but feedback or input on progress of the
students would be nice.

AY

. P I T v > -~ ey e T

Figure B-1l. (Continued, page 6 of 9)
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Number

Saying

1 More frequent conferencing of Teach and Reach and classroom
teacher in the progress/assessment of students in the
program. Working within the compliance of required AISD
guidelines often disables students in the completion of
assigned class work.

1 Materials to be used and stated objectives to be presented to
classroom teachers whose students are effected (sic) be
presented before program is underway. Perhaps joint
inservices to blend ideas and objectives.

Miscellaneous (16)

Aiae

1 Teach and Reach needs to be more individualized rather than
being geared for a grade level.

1 More math skills could be covered.

L G I

1 I'm not familiar enough to make concrete suggestions. It
seemed to be fine.

1 Many of the students have not had the opportunity to visit
many sights in Austin that are interesting to the children and
the children could really get a lot out of going on "study
trips,” not just fun trips.

1 The program is really very helpfull
11  No.

3. What was the biggest contribution of Teach and Reach this year on
your campus?

Attitudes (6 plus 3 under "skills")

1 The children who go to Teach and Reach have a good atritude
toward their school work.

1 I think the program provided my students with an opportunity
to gain much needed confidence and momentum in a small group
setting. I feel the extra instructional time has been
beneficial and has made a difference.

Figure B-1. (Continued, page 7 of 9)
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Number

Saying
1 Children have been motivated to go and do good work.

1 The biggest contribution of Teach and Reach this year on my
camg:s has been their attitude and motivation to succeed in
reading.

1 The program has helped improve the students' self-concépt by
enabling them to experience success.

1 It gives the students a sense of accomplishment under a
different instructor other than the classroom teacher.

Skills (12)

1 More small group instruction for children who really needed
extra help.

1 It ¥$1ped my students on TABS test in the area of test taking
skills.

1 Children began to achieve and become middle-high instead of
' low students; better self-esteem.

1 Childrer in my classroom benefited a great deal from the extra
individual instruction which was not possible for one to give
due to my class size.

1 Reinforcement of skills introduced in classroom.

1 The small group instruction of skills provides more direct
teaching to low achievers--being in a small group allows them
to focus on instruction presented and allows for more active
participation with less distraction and thereby leads to
better understanding.

1 The reinforcement of my teaching skills,

1 Students seem to be more sure of themselves in taking the TABS
test. They have also improved in math skills a great deal.

1  Math skills (especially multiplication).

1 The concentrated teaching and review of the math skills
covered on the ITBS test.

. IR

Figure B-1. (Continued, page 8 of 9).
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Number
Saying

1 Providing the additional classroom supplements to student(s)
in the academic areas of learning most crucial to their
needs. Building self-esteem within some students enrolled in
the program.

1 It helped those students in my math class to reinforce skills.

Miscellaneous (11)

1 An awareness that extra help is needed for students of Tow
achievement and a start in the right direction.

1 The addition of --a lovely, genuinely interested
teacher!

1 Individual attention.

1 The teacher was given one grade level instead of the whole
school. She had her own area to work in.

1 Our Teach and Reach teacner {is very cooperative--especially
with scheduling.

1 The teacher here works hard with students--and was really
helpful in scheduling.

1 Math and . _

1 Funds spent on Teach anc Reach would be better utilized to
employ more regular classroom teachers to lower pupil:teacher
ratios and give all children an opportunity to receive more
personalized and individualized instruction resulting in
higher academic gains refiected in standardized test scores.

2 None that I know of.

1 Not applicable.

“gure B-1. (Continued, page 9 of 9).
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T.TEACH AND REACH [S PROMITING INCREASEC LEARNING
FCR THOSE SERVED IN THIS SCHOGL.
A. STRONGLY AGREE Ce. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE

B. AGREE De DISAGEE  F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER QOF .
RESPONSES . A g c D - " E F
TOTALS 8 2 6 0 0 0 0
25.92 75.8%  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
ELEMENTARY 8 2 6 c 0 0 0
25.0% 75.0%2 0.0% 0.0% .02 .0.0%

8.THE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES OF PROJECT TEACH AND
REACH WERE CLEARLY COMMUNICATED YO ME.
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE

Be AGREE D. DISAGEE Fe DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER CF
RESPONSES A B c D £ F
TOTALS 8 2 6 0 0 - 0o - 0
25.93 T5.02 0.0% 002 C.0% C.C2

ELEMENTARY e 2 6 0 0 0 2
25.03 75.0% 0.CS 0.C% C.0% C.C3

9.THE INSTRUCTIONAL EMPHASIS ON SKILL NEEDS (DIAGNCSTIC/
* PRESCRIPTIVE APPROACH) OF TEACK AND REACH SHCULD HAVE

A POSITIVE EFFECT ON STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT.

A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL Ee STRONGLY DISAGREE

B. AGREE D. DISAGEE Fo DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICASLE
NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A B c D 13 F
TOTALS 8 4 4 0 ) 0 0
5Ce0% 50.C2 0.0% 0.0%2 (.02 0.02
ELEMENTARY 8 4 4 ) 0 o - 0

50.30% 50.0% 0.0% 0.C3 0.0% C.0%

Figure B-2. RESPONSES OF TEACH AND REACH ADMINISTRATORS TO TEACH AND
REACH ITEMS. Al1 principals and assistant principals at
six campuses were surveyed. (Page 1 of 3).
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84,46 .
16.THE AMUUNT OF CONTROL I HAD OVER THE WAY TEACH AND '”
REACH WAS IMPLEMENTED IN MY SCHOOL WAS .
Ae TOO LITTLE B. JUST THE RIGHT AMOUNT  C. TOO MUCH '
NUMBER OF ' . g
RESPONSES A 8 C
B
TOTALS 7 1 6 0 : ls
!;3:
ELEMENTARY 7T 1 6 o l:
14¢3% 85,77 0.0% o
17«1 HAVE HEARD PRIMARILY COMMENTS ABOUT
TEACH AND REACH FROM PARENTS.
A. POSITIVE B. NEGATIVE C. WG
NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A £ c
TOTALS 8 5 L 2 T :
ELEMENTARY 8 5 1 2
18.1 HAVE HEARD PRIMARILY COMMENTS ABOUT N
TEACH AND REACH FRCM STUDENTS. -
A. POSITIVE B. NEGATIVE C. NO : et
NUMBER OF . o
 RESPONSES . A ___ B oo € '
N f ".i
TOTALS 8 . 6 1 1
75.0% 12.5% 12.5% l
EL EMENT ARY 8 6 1 1
- . T75.0% 1257  12.5%.
i
! . ';
Figure B-2. (Continued, page 2 nf 3). '
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19.1 HAVE HEARD PRIMARILY
TEACH AND REACH FROM TEACHERS.
. Ae POSITIVE Be NEGATIVE C. NO
NUMBER OF
RESPCONSES A 8 c

. COMMENTS ABOUT

TOTALS § - s 1 2
62.52 12.5% 25.0%

ELEMENTARY 8 5 1 2
> 62.5% 12.5% 25.0%

20.1 WOULD BE WILLING TO HELP REVISE THE TEACH AND REACH
PROGRAM FGR NEXT YEAR IF IT CONYINUES AT AY SCHOOL.
A. YES '~ Be NO
NUMBER OF
-..RESPONSES A B ... _ ... .. ..
TOTALS 8 7 1
o o ..87.53  12.5%

ELEMENT ARY 8 7 H
. .87.5%_ 12.5%
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84.46 Possible Attachment B-1
. Districtwide Survey (Page 1 of 3)
Items '
Tegcch and Reach

? Indicate the extent to which you agree with the following items.

Teachers

1. Teach and Reach is promoting increased learning for the students
in my class who are served.

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral D'isagree Strongly Disagree

2. I have observed improvement in the attitudes towards school work of
those students in Teach and Reach.

s b 5
S AN T ST

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Digagree Strongly Disagree

3 ’,'éi- o d

o,
i

P

i
117

3. Teach and Reach has enhanced the instructionsl program in my classroom.
Strongly Agree Agree RNeutral Dicagree Strongly Disagree

¢, I am satisfied with the amount of coordination on my campus between
the Teach and Reach and regular instructionagl program.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree

5. Teach and Reach has helped students prepare for the achievement tests
this spring.

_ Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Dizagree

6. In your opinion, how much does Teach and Reach need to change in the
following areas?

a. Coordination of schedules across teachers '
llo change Some improvement Great improvement A
needed needed needed i

b. Instructional arrangement (e.g. pull out versus teaching in l:
regula: classroom) o

b

No change Some improvement Great improvement ',i;
needed needed needed &

ol

(OVER) &l

S

o
4

8

1,
Ry ¥ oo TR s,
b o N

[ <]

]

P}

-~

L e,
2

[ -]

XTS5,

’, e
.;'».% Jriry %‘:lé;:ﬁﬁ

- - R R -,
Tt e R R e o SRR, L




84.46
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Attachment B-1
(Page 2 of 3)

Percentile ranks ranges of those served?

No change Some improvement Great improvement
needed needed needed

Instructional approach (emphasis on skill analyses)?

No change Some improvement Great improvement
needed needed needed

Subject areas focused on?
No change

Some imprcvement Great improvement

needed needed needed
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Possible Attachment B-}

Districtwide Survey (Page 3 of 3)
Items o
Teach and Reach

84.46

Indicate the extent to which you agree with the followiug items.

Princigals

1. Teach and Reach is promoting increased learning for those served in
this school. .

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree. Strongly Disagree

2. The goals and objectives of Project Teach and Reach were clenriy
communicated to me.

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagrea Strongly Disagree

3. The instructional emphasis on skill needs (diagnostic/prescriptive
approach) of Teach and Reach should have & positive effect on student

achievenment.

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree

4, The amount of cootrol I had over the way Teach and Reach was implemented

-i “’-
< LRt
RPN RS

in my school was .
Too little Just the rigat Too much. :
am.unt x
5. I have heard primafily comments about Teach and Reach

from parents.

Positive Negative No

T
R . %
P —
“ay e S
. o~ PR -

6. I have heard primarily comments about Teach and Reach
from s,tudents,

g

R L

Positive Negative Ne

o,

7. 1 have heard primarily comments about Teach and Reach
from teachers.

> Lo

P Sciadhad

Pogitive Negative No

Lo

Cafen LN
TR

8. I would be willing to help revise the Teach and Reach program for next
year if it continues at my school. Yes No

s
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-
Teach and Reach
Appenidix C

STAFF INTERVIEWS
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TEACH AND REACH
STAFF INTERVIEWS

Purpose

Teach and Reach staff (supervising teacher, basic skills teachers, parental

advisor) were interviewed as one source of information or the following
information need: )

o PO S , i .
L R T L A T s S Tt S

e

e TR W
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Information Need I2: How was Teach and Reach structured and implemented?
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Procedure
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During the fall of 1984, the Teach and Reach supervising teacher provided
some descriptive infoc-mation about each teacher's activities.
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During the spring of 1985 (primarily March and April), all basic skills
teachers, the supervising teacher, and the parental advisor were

interviewed. The first interview took place in January (before the Class
Size study made a postponement necessary); a few changes were made in the
form based on this first interview. This teacher was called for an update in
May. The finil form which was used to guide the interviews is shown in
Attachment C-1. Interviews took place at the schools in all cases but one
(‘one came to ORE). The interview with the supervising teacher was conducted

«ast (May 2); details of achievement analyses and planning needs were aiso
discussed at the meeting.
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Responses for all basic skills teachers are shown in Attachment C-2.
Responses far each teacher are shown separately for item 1; the rest are
combined by item. A summary of the supervising teacher's comments are
included in Attachment C-3, the parental advisor's comments are shown in

Attachment C-4. A summary of descriptive information gained is shown in
Figure C-1.
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64.46

WHAT IS TEACH AND REACH?

Staff: 1 supervisin? teacher
6 basic skills teachers (1 per campus served)
1 part time parental advisor
1 secretary

Students Served by Campus, Grade, Level, and Subject Area:

L g
L
25

o ————

Lh areas are counte

! Reading Mathematics
3 |lotal A& 1 2 3 {otatl
Andrews 10 8 10 6 34 0 0 0 O 0
Govalle 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 15 25 40
Harris 12 11 7 O 30 0 O 0 8 8
Rosewood 0 0 0 O 0 9 10 13 2 34
Sims 0O 0 9 O 0 0 8 .16 13 37
Sunset Valley 0 23* 1* 0 24 0 16* i* 0 17
Total 22 42 18 6 88 5 34 45 43 130
% Some students served in both a twice.

“- kM ‘.- —} ‘- - - - -
XTI - N v » s
Ty o - P e EA
.

Budget: Allocation $205,051
Expenditures as of May 31, 1985 $167,754
Cost per student (based on
expenditures and 224 students served) : $749

Methods:

Group Size: e Small groups--most less than 5 :
o Some individual help.provided as time permitted
o Two team taught with the regular classroom teacher
occasionally ' ,

Place of Instruction: As of April, four of six teacher's used pullout
only; one taughf in classrooms with small groups usually (she pulled out
one group); one puiled students for reading and went in tn classrooms for
mathematics. Students were generally instructed during mathematics or
language arts time, depending on the subject taught.

Subject Areas Taught: Three taught mathematics only, three taught
reading and mathematics.

Figure C-1. DESCRIPTION OF TEACH AND REACH PROGRAM: 1984-85. Summary
across campuses. (Page 1 of 2)
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84.46

ITBS Skills Analysis: Individual skills analyses were generally reviewed
for basic information on students' skills but not used as a specific
guide for individual work. Usually, all students in a group were taught
the same skill (usually an essential element or skill tested on the

ITBS). Most teachers indicated that all students needed work on the same
skills--those that needed extra individual heip were given it after the
skill was introduced to everyone. One teacher did seem to individualize
more. A1l but one of the teachers matched their lesson plans to those of
classroom teachers. One teacher indicated the MRT and individually admin-
istered tests were more helpful with her first graders than the ITBS.
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Duration: Lessons were generally 30 minutes four days per week. First
grade mathematics was shorter at one school (15-20 minutes); and longer L
at another (about 40 minutes). hs

“ridays were intended as planning days with other teachers. This was
difficult because other teachers were in class Fridays. Two Teach and
Reach teachers held classes Friday mornings; others provided individual

help as needed on Fridays. Teachers planned alone and attended joint
meetings Fridays. -

Students started receiving services September 17 through November 12,

1984 depending on grade level and campus (some scheduling prohlems
occurred early in the year). .

Grading: Teach and Reach teachers generally did not determine students'
grades ar participate in pa~-nt-teacher conferences. They provided input
on performance to regular classroom teachers.

Materials: Materials varied widely across schools. In Septenber, each i
teacher ordered materials s/he 1iked. Teachers all had one or more texts .=
they used plus workbooks and teacher-made worksheets and materials. All 3
gave homework in varying amounts. Techniques and materials used ~.iso
included educational gamas, reward systems for mutivation and achieve- N
ment, oral work, chalkboard work, charts, flashcards, manipulatives, - 8

drill, exercises, dittos, quizzes, bulletin boards, analogies, choral and
echo reading, holistic instruction.

Coordination: A1l Teach and Reach teachers agreed coordinaticn was ade<
quate with other teachers at the school--une strongly agreed. Most Teach
and Reach teachers met with regular teachers about once a week--mostly
before or after school. Forms showing regular teachers® plans for the
next week were sharad at several schools.

Figure C-1. (Page 2 of 2) "E




- . I - Fawms ote A v s et om B N RGN S e BT T Y [Eory Ty
“an e e e C vecak # ae e i e e PR ~ v See N . tpe RSN, . .- :-k;'\ﬂ,.:‘mv

i@

£
¥

- -.‘ -3
» PR

?ttachment 2;1
Page 1 of
84.46 Teacher )

IETEEYY

Campus

Teach and Reach
Teacher Interview

%

1. How would you describe the way you teach your students?

Content:

‘1' A-
5
4».(,t-
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R . LI Ly s a

Ay

How akills are selected: Assessment/Record of progress:
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.
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Methods/technique:
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Schedule: -

Duration of content/frequency of instruction:
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Do you incorpoirate any Project PASS strategies?

L -

Group size: (What size group do you work with?)

AT

Individual students Large groups (over 5)
Small groups (5 o .less) Whole clasae;
¢ ’ ther
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2. Which best describes the way you deliver instruction?

a. I pull students from their regular classroom to work with me at a
l specific time daily.

. b. I instruct small groups in the regular classroom while the teacher
2 conducts other activities. :

l c. I team teach with the regular teacher.
d. Other:

ll 3. What considerations led to choosing this approach to instruction?_
l a. Class size d. Class schedules

P b. Space e. Other:

2. Teacher preference

4. How often do you hold planning meetings with classroom teachers?

a. More than once a week

¥
b. Once a week R
¢. Every two weeks
d. Once a month

e. Irregularly, less than once a month

21w NN din ™

5. Do you consult in other ways?

0y
- N £

. e . * . D
e -

6. Ir you work with students also served by Chapter 1, do you coordinate your
efforts with Ch. 1 T? Do you serve any Chapter 1 students in read'ng?
What about other special programs (SCE, Migrant, Sp. Ed., PLUS)?
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’ -

7. I am satisfied with the amount of coordination on my campus between the
Teach and Reach and regular instructional program.

1

Bl

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree

"o

.
-' "-
. " -

B

Rate each of the following activities on how much you and the classroom teacher
coordinate/communicate.
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a. Work separately; no communication/coordination

b. Tnform each other of decisions as needed

g -
Iy ,- s

MBS s v O
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~
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Cc. Meet regularly to communicate, plan

d. Coordinate thoroughly, work together some

3

‘
.~ 7
: ;-‘

'
',

e. Work together all the time
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8. Writing instructional pla-s and lessons.
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9. Selecting skills to include in-a unit, and instructional materizls to use.

10, Explaining instruction in parent conferences.

Yorn  (fBTT 5
VT
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11, Determining students’ grades in area(s) taught.
12, What teachere do you work with students of?

Teacher Grade

R .
) 2N .
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13. Does this student 1ist appear accurate? Have you added or dropped any stu-
dents? When?

“ .
-
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S

Is the information I have en subject “reas taught by grade accurate? (Get
extra info from JoAnn and Norvell)

.
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14. How well do you feel your services are accepted in the school?
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Attaéhment C-1
84.46 (Page 4 of 4)

15. How do you feel about the services you are providing to the students?
What do you feel is the biggest help to them?

16. Are you involved in any way with the after-school tutorials? Are your stu-
dents?

17. Did you have any implementation problems that might affect the guccess you
have with the children this year?

ADDRESS ANY QUESTIONS LEFT BLANK ON ORIGINAL SURVEY.

Suggestions for next year:
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Teacher_Alovyotl Siay bup

84.46

~/
Campus A,m,;(ge: e

Ge. ¥

Teach and Re~ch
Teacher Interview

How would you describe the way you teach your students?

5 Readin
K <Sorme m
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How =kills are selected: 1‘1“55 Skills M‘Lﬁ:s Assessment/Record of progress:
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Group size: (What size group do 'you work with?)
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-chuﬂh Feb. early March

84.46 Te“""L.'.”_“ﬂ.BmA,&nd_msﬁmm

Campus_Rosero00d
K -3 Mathemahzs

Teach and Reach
Teacher Interview

How would you describe the way you teach your students?

Content: L&, Still reviecu. Intvodiuct-ion °¢nGUJQDnC Ay . sk‘”AWe(
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84.46 Teacher 1 Toie beevr

Campus Se e S,
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Teach and Reach
Teacher Interview

1. How would you describe the way you teach your students?
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Teacher_Plunella Harqrove
U

Campus  (oun Ll
2 - 3 _A"\L\‘H'\-

Teach and Reach
Teacher Interview

1. How would you describe the way you teach your students?
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Teacher C’Aﬁn{i/ (lhnee
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Teach and Reach 3 Math ~
Teacher Interview

84.46

1. How would you describe the way you teach your students? P
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Scheduﬁ?? \qwsvo.si ei\'"fs ov vwrathe matcsH e
Dk cachnayads, 3ok HRaivd (T qroupsD

Starked with shudents Oct. 3a (hived (ate)

Duration of content/frequency of instruction:
DO winute ?-esn'ocﬁs Yy da.-.1$ a weehs .
W&QY ¢ —- Sovmnme one Yo one wereleo.

Do you incorporate any Project PASS strategies? __. . ._ . __ .. . —

Newdo sdisD his year. Jowaer, she did wse €clot
rovel veadian ae well az holiste inshechiem.
“These Wege e.'l-o)essl—‘{’ RASS |
Group size: (What size group do you work with?)

x/ﬁau...‘lndividua‘l students

Large groups (over 5)
Z_ 'small groups (5 or less)

~ Whole classes
Other

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

JIRABAYA ¥900 124 ¢-13

. . . ro. . - . ‘
Provided by ERIC . .
N . - .
N X g
. % x ¥4 z Y 3 Yt > 1 *

¥
- - ¥
5
—
. LA
- Pl s ST ARE T s >
.. - L o e 3Y L. W e . . .

.

.
- ‘- - -
vt . .
2 - .
P [

2
xS
LB S

W e st




: I R

peia s
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84.46 Teacher\)p Avialogre

Campus Sy ncet Vallo.,
Gr. | Rerds o

Teach and Roach Mea
Teacher Interview ’

1. How would you describe the way you teach your students? i

Content: Lead ‘ug-— Audev™ cCommua 4o wov £ wiHA hev
Mai—h-‘-thl«o aoeo 4o c_lassy—pbm alLien veinfovees
laaé reacine? (s dov or ey 'r(.v.'- kde with worles ==
ma .gwf@ Sw b 9&\« te done . Somehmes
‘ $V\c PM“ Mo vt et~ 3 V\#‘q ‘A’\ &
“ll«L‘l'W‘GlS 't'fd- chey wade ’('O ‘hea,c,y\ sk \ s. GQCQLVCQS HQ
/‘{“\‘“'\1‘?’2‘:‘t * Mathewigdnes Ou\'“J wau, Stecle Vau hn
mmcs Whe Use S 'UCowno\

— r,‘g.mw oo dive  New n Chlﬁ o,
Howa old 11s are sel ected*" $i T, P f?k'g‘ki?s%gsins‘flkecord of pro'é}'eess.

mdividualiced % ‘FDV é\a.ctm:.r\ nm

Use Essental exemen-is and comperencies 4osts weekiy or so (some-

+imes evevy o%erwee,\:)"
Students \i\ke Bupble in
dlwest daily -- wge (ES

farmat of ren. Keep
“vlders with Work-Som—

Methods/technique: clirect +each,choral/oval e of wer kandvecor

veading, , @cho veodA cl«aH-s —G(aéhcard,_g P(-(— e \Ls vty duace
Cvoeal , stundenE ol e board ,Efpenience & mastered.
S‘\'Omes ﬂ“eo-dner- W‘-a.db es (ac,-’h vi-hes,
¥ oval whrk). S e 4o chect,

Po-iv students a er utord he«v- a.oless
€exc a-c'hw-h es with oter c(a..ses Géu.pp-e shady)

Schedule: ouPs Reads AM MocH'\ M
503m< shdets o ‘:34.4-« \1 -— gthers

Stavted Sept- a2
Duration of content/frequency of instruction: ..
e-n-o-ﬂ—iv:)— 2o minutes pev cﬁa..u\
Matin = IS -20minutes
alses Wos one group S
Fri s - - Tea ctn AM
Thurs&a_.,‘ - - consu i\t wr HXeachevrs
Do you incorporate any Project PASS strategies?
Cloval ve,a.outa, eciho ro.d.&xns, wLode | ‘-‘,3,

Bloc k awaveirness selechons.

(reinfo
h:emﬁ-or‘:c ?F'o?r 20 v nutes (3 ‘M‘m‘sD

Group size: (What size group do you work with?)

Indfvidual students v Large groups (over §)
v~ Small groups (5 or lass) ~ Whole classe:
) Other
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84.46 Attachment C-2
“Teacher’s campus coded for 7: foa dza,(Page 7 of g)
comAdethalidyon Hems 217
2. Which best describes the way you deliver instruction?

‘fz 53/ a. I pull students from their regular classroom to work with me at a
é(/c&»)specific time daily. 5- 2 classes

5, & b. I instruct small groups in the regular classroum while the teacher
conducts other activities. 3 Ld at /s, et any more

Se., 1 team teach with the reguiar teacher. 5 -- does individual wovk with
b(occas:ona (17/ in Zelasses ) “AGachnl Paoctn Shudeads 6 A V250N
d. Other: $ov +oa ety - Spor checks wath,

B IRY-TIES -A(? N

3. What considerations Ted to choosing this approach to 1nstruction?

....-(-'wl tqr
deﬂ,.&m : g—-&'

a. Class size 5 d. Class schedules "“"’““;3‘9 neithe: ap “m‘,w,

PR WA g e 5

42,3, 1b. fg;fce ovanlable e. Other:i:lecs d(meg had chal ghgar(j/
ﬁmago{.\.‘% N gomeclasses but Tt

> 5,3 6¢c. Teacher preference A
3 Would recommeviel £ = s'l-ud?n s

wheuever pocs/ble. ToodEivthack (g\
WOr K wtasrall rawpammorn e

vades 1'f d«epen on e teacher,
4. Hcw often do you hold planning meetings with classroom teachers?

Linformal Jalts before orafiersechool

5,6 a. More than once a week . or at laneh .
»nwm‘m kul
#.3,/b. Once a week"/-—’ﬁ’ﬂms s-k . ;a:‘%e«rschwlule
)~
S‘forms fd/ukal"r3ary s- :;‘1{7 ks fairl Mepmden\‘—/or
Caef Mo,
2,¢. Every two weeRe c::cs: ot Tn“"k_ P 2, @‘c: S
d. Once a month /ﬁlans " g Hadiad t2achersbn lesson
2

: et widn oo clitvs at TRAT ol veay’
e. Irregularly, less than once a month a &j qear

5. Do you consult 1n other ways?
/- c'hcchaage ideas or how o reach Studels

6 - Infovmal Conversahons, e of schely ez
3 ~-TITnformal dralogue on how%;jds are o:n sb//s kids ma‘{
nee J J-I

S~ Informal verbel plus wr: ‘Hen Formn .

7- [nformal meengs as need

- JFD"W"] sn Th @y before G,cu {\‘7 mee»‘—mas -- cﬂlsws.slpwblcng
sPecxdls I needs

6. If you work with students also served by Chapter 1, do you coordinate your
efforts with Ch. 1 T? Do you serve any Chapter 1 students.in reading?
What about other special programs (SCE, Migrant, Sp. Ed., PLUS)?
/ -cheln 2 7 reaking .
- some get CA.l reading , one nizs also Sp.Ech- --drapped-ﬁwn'ﬂr-&
o/ du«ransdauck,/: A Y . ’

h
5 no 4 Somie sp: ej'.a::.;mrce -Fo/fea&'a,
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7. 1 am satisfied with the amount of coordination on my campus between the
Teach and Reach and Fegular instructional program.

- tof e $+~6~6
Strongly r ‘F“M/”’ Strongly :
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree 3
/ #6352 .

Rate each of the following activities on how much you and the cl. ssroom teacher
coordinate/communicate.

a. Work separately; no communication/coordination

b. Inform each other of decisions as needed §-bane wovk on .o
wkxl"l-&u.’ are dov
c. Meet rcgularly to communicate, plan CVeﬁ‘dW mk"’?

d. Coordirate thoroughly, work together some

e. MWork together all the time

oo ¢ FRIE —l»hcn lont \€$30nS . Somethmes a E:

hal ordar ) essenral elements 2

c- s&ue

w“is‘@""‘d""

Jiak

" Sorr.

S e scb11, Detemin ng studerks' grades in 'a'gea(s) taught./- tells teacher ho~s+ua.mis are

-

gbs ,, G\"d-“eb’vv\t nes ﬁv"'d-“ ' b)
he

12° ‘wﬁaé {chEners-do you work Wit XY T A

Teacher Grade

(l.s+¢d elsewhere - - used. for
Msrctuside surveys)

13. Does this student 1ist appear accurate? Have you added or dropped any stu-
dents? When?

Liste weve turned vn before Christnas ; 4wct«a»3es,

Is the information I have on subject areas taught by grade accurate? (Get

extra info from JoAnn and Norvell) " BEST COPY AVAILABLE

14, How well do you feel your services are accepted in the school?
t= Very well; increasing accep ~\v.nc~e as year 8:@3

- No problete oo& d'-(:wvv\-

o~ Pﬁv we_l(l ,over-od y ee( +' c-C S’+&‘PP’

A= Vet well  suppovty ves —fu.dq,y- .~

4 Well acce +eé€ mu. onﬁ.‘ ?mj‘gﬁgﬁﬁ& n I’tgﬁﬂzrs cou(g :
bevne(—.(- v.k- ar v oon, f -16
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Attachment C-2
84.46 (Page 9 of 9)

15. How do you feel about the services you are providing to the students?
What d¢o you feel is the biggest help to them? .
| - Being tlole to velote +o kids and discucs gehool prodlewms.
T puild self-esteeuwn awnd letthem {:Mu)%na\ can susceed,

(o~ Te\t comfortaole. Ponided love % affactvon, aillo wedVam +o
Shov'a ?m'\c;\\(m; helped +aw Feel caluid comboria ol < letHaw
halpg . 4K .
3- ‘\':pw'&g 00d naole vole maodel Teaches some elitle ot oove.reQ
mc\wx,a-stemu Skenlls. ) -
2 tndividuel at: X h&—\?s- Sk (s weeledy -~ P“&b\fk%,d'ta‘%ue,
¢ \(,va:k‘»tfog'eo\eva\(q. Cavsed Students do-tdink aloout feavs wg 2 wl-u,! -
16. Are you {nooTved ¥n any way with the after-school tutorials?) “the ard neve !

yes 2,4-(Hngr) N0 4,6, 35,4 Gomein . | Develop bester)
o Sclhool\ -- Vegude”
oatiud e

Are your students? |- a few Moy be --no one hos said
- Some

3- one '&'-’n—t’-oﬂ’a\s.
§- some
2-%2 %

17. Did you have any implementation problems that might affjct the success you
have with the children this year? ¢ Jd-h'-n strte
4,1 Schedulin
I Prinddut rediaw Yook a while .
| Ge-Pq"B +eochers 4o vecognite these students needed he(\o
“toe - r\o-(*ju.s‘x dose ov\j-\—e\-n_\odrbm .
| Group belore luncin (s hard to veach .
b Com in ot eaid-y e - rwezﬂ %me“’feu'v:js

3 s ce --~chang: avya < )

2, 3 lack of wate aﬁ a 2 - used nevrows n naterni dla—
5 Delbays on materials .
¢ p(aomtfj Hme--skllls foteach devclopments

ADDRESS ANY QUESTIONS LEFT BLANK ON ORIGINAL SURVEY.

Suggestions for next year:
53 6,14 Talk. albout what's worked with other tea chors. Shave
TN pvakevialed idleas across aehools . Y Some covitvnul by - - don 't e
| Frefer towork (uith studerms R St Soile wp. | Saliloie.
( %efe;—il'owor\c- with one or ‘*woarwc levels. 12 dovwe.
I Scheduling -= Set up wath blockes o accom
| TeRacrmdsday S elude T @ im ras s e G ule.
1 1o 11 B et omimudn caton worth Feach-ors- = provid e -Hui scheclules
b skills char+. ‘o Ts Rrst, ideas.
e Rervavds system - ahhtudie, belavior, homewosrf Rork. -
3 Move nal\e s, 3 ‘K%p same stafl %rbue)howk- \eow mj
S?W:CSV how) *—p(%co\ Kt’&s - counse,(\‘uﬁ' \.ma.jﬁ bbu.w('“jl
es b*:u-f“a\ suvvival slesils.
.4 PVCE:( o serve Y 30-50 sercentie
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84.46 Attachment C-3
(Page 1 of 2)

Supervising Teacher Comments

Discussion revolved around four areas:

Verifying information provided by teachers.

Her activities.

Problems and possible changes in Teach and Reach next year.
Achievement summaries--planning and evaluation (see ITBS
appencix).

Additional Information on Teach and Reach

Materials: At the end of September when Sandra was hired, each teacher
was given $500 for materials of hic/her choice. Materials took anywhere
from two to six weeks to receive.

Staff Development: Five sessions were held--

1. ITBS (Nancy Schuyler and Walter Jordan-Davis)

2. Retention Theory (Madeline Hunter)

3. Math Skills in the Early Grades (Charles Lamb)

4. Test-taking Strategies (Jimmie Kirven) i

5. geagi?g Comprehension Skills (Dr. Lenora Waters and Cecile
anks).

The original proposal for Teach and Reach indicated that staff would
provide inservice to schools based on school needs. %o sessions were
requested (they weré not actively encouraged).

Saturday Aétivity: A Saturday Fun Day was organized for all Teach and
Keach students.

“

Advisory Board: Met once a month (initially more often).

Adopt-A-School and Community Involvement:

Teach and Reach has received donations such as books, a mini-computer,
soft drinks, food coupons, and newspaper coverage from:

Capitol City Chamber of Commerce
First National Bank

The Yillager

Alphas (fraternity)

McDonald's

Auscin Family Health Center
Personal donor (computer).

Teacher Workshops: Each teacher gave one workshop (one will occur this
summer ) --content and presentation style varied. The parental advisor
helped organize these workshops.

c-18
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84.46 Attachment C-3

(Page 2 of 2)

Homework: A1l teachers gave some--amount varied. A1l teachers_did not
give homework twice a week as specified in the proposal.

Problems

Supervising teacher was hired late in September.

Schedul ing~-most teachers (except Harris') started in August with
other teachers. Teachers started scheduling and serving students on
their own. The supervising teacher checked students served when she
came on board. Changes had to made at some schools because students
served did not meet guideiines or not enough stuaents were served,

Because five of the six basic skills teachers were working before the
supervising teacher, she found it difficult at times to enforce
uriformity across campuses in terms of methods, materials, or forms.
(For example, each teacher generally used her own recordkeeping
:ystan; a form to record students' mastery was still being finalized
n May).

Tﬁe teacher~for Harris started in October. Rosewood's teacher was
replaced at the beginning of March.

A notebook of ideas to share across teachers of approaches or
materials that worked will be available in the Teach and Reach of¥ice.

A filing system will be established for all skills records.

Staff development wilil be lield monthly; stafi meetings will be held
monthly. )

A lending 1ibrary of instructional materials for parents will be set
uwp.

c-19
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84.46

Attachment C-4
(Page 1 of 5)

Parental Advisor Comments

The parental advisor was hired in October. Her background was in social
services rather than education.

The parental advisor performed several functions (all 1isted in the
original proposal):

1.

2.
3.

4.

Organized workshops for parents on various topics (teachers led
most workshops). (See attached report.)

Served as a liaison between school personnel and parents.

Made home visits to parents to discuss behavior, achievement, and
financial problems; referred tham to appropriate agencies for
help. (Home visits related to achievement were mentioned in
proposal.)

Let parents know what Teach and Reach was all about; encouraged
them to attend parent-teacher conferences.

While the parental advisor ?rovided valuable support services for °

parents, she did not fulfil

all guidelines for the parental component

listed in the Teach and Reach proposal.

Workshops were to focus on training parents to work with their
children in reading and/or mathematics and the production of
instructional materials. Four of ten workshops appeared to
focus on reading or math instruction or-achievement; the rest did
not. Teachers provided some materials to parents.

Home visits were to focus on use of instructional materials--most
had a broader focus.

Attendance at parent-teacher conferences was to be ensured--it
was encouraged but not ensured.

A loan system of paperbacks, learning games, and other reading
and mathematics materials was to be established--it was not.

c-20
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Attachment C-4
84.46 ] (Page 2 of §)

PARENT ADVISOR
PROJECT TEACH AND REACH
SUMMARY OF PROJECT TEACH AND REACH
I started in October, my first goal was attempcing to contact parents

from each of the six schools. I made myself known to parents and gqave a brief
overview of Project Teach and Reach and the purpose and goals of the project.

.
.
.
.
.
4
> .

v . - :
. - - - - - - - - - .o
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” N h 7] s
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I also sent messages when workshops were scheduled and offered transportation
1f there was a need. I have been instrumental in helping parents with domestic
needs, and principals, locating children with too many absents given to me
by principals, that were concerned. I've made home visits, whers there were
no phones. We sent a newsletter to narents recommending constructive toys,
book to purchase if interested. We spent a lot of time on this project trying
to enhance the learning of our children. We:are ¢stabl€sh1n? 2 loan 1ibrar
a’:ftl:glle school for benefit of our parents in helping their children with basic
s s.

I am very pleased with the knowledge I have about the city of Austin
and most of the resources to help the pareats get the things they need and
put forth some effcrt in doing for themselves.

. Our motto for parents is: The child receives the greatest benefits when
home and school work together.

A11 six principals have been supportive of Project Teach and Reach.
I've had 2 good working relationship with each of them.

[ feel that more can be done if the Parent Advisor had longer hours.
I have gone the extra mile in Project Teach and Reach fn which I have enjoyed
and very grateful to have had this opportunity being a part of such a
dynamic program. Respectfully
Submitted,

Hrs. 9rucilla Bostick Ancerson
Parent Advisor (Coordinator)




Attacnment C-4
(Page 3 of 5)

April 12, 1985

SUMMARY OF EVENTS

Since Spring Break, we have tried to cover all of the things that needed to
be done, before the closing of the schoo! year.

We have worked closely with the Basic Skills Téachérs and Principais to try
and cover all aspects that pertain to the success of Project Teach and Reach.
[ have attempted to work alone with other teachers that needed my help.

I feel very grateful for this oportunity to work in this field of endeavor,
it is rewarding work. I thrive on challenges, I need a challenge, it makes
for a good day, and good feelings that you have tried to make things better
for individuals that are not aware of the resources that are available to thenm.

There are about two more workshops before school is out, and pot luck supper
with parents, Basic Skills Teachers, children and our supervisor and any con-
cerned member and executive board members of Project Teach and Reach.

I have tried to serve parents and principals with great enthusiasm. WKhen I
have a job to do I give it my best, and I am committed in doing what I can
to enhance, motivate, stinulate parents to act, and be more active in what's
happening at their school and with their children.
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November 9, 1984

December 17, 1984

January 7, 1985

January 24, 1985

January 29, 1985

February 28, 1985

February 25, 1985

March 7, 1985
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Attachment C-4
(page 4 of 5)

PARENT ADVISOR
PROJECT TEACH AND REACH
CALENDAR OF EVENTS
November 1984 to March 7, 1985

Get Acquainted, Sims Elementary School
Mrs. Alma Perry, Principal
Attendance - 25

T tapk G g Me A2 .t

Open House - gs'ewood Elementary’ 4:00-6:00 p.m.

Attendance 35 ~

How To Kelp Your Child With Mathematics
Rosewood Elementary - Lionel Brown

Guest Speaker: Dr. Lamb/Members from Good Books

Educational Supply Store
Attendance 12

Mid-Year Workshap - Effective Child Rearing

Guest Speaker: Mrs. McCracken/Drucilla Anderson

Attendance 10

TABS - Govalle Elementary - Plunella Hargrove
Attendance 15

Developing Self Discipline in Children
Govalle Elementary - Plunella Hargrove
Attendance

Developing Self Images - Sunset Valley - Jo Ann Lewis

Atten&ance 26

Teach and Reach Round-Up - Cheryl Chance
Harris Elementary

Speakers: Mrs. Ada Simond/Mr. Gerald Henderson

Attendance 66
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Attachment C-4
84.46 (Page 5 of 5)

PARENT WORKSHOPS

PROJECT TEACH -AND REACH
1984-85

May 16, 1985 Parents Appreciation Night - Andrews Elemetnary
' Norvell Stariing, Basic Skills Teacher
Special Guest: Children from Teach and Reach
Attendance 40

May 20, 1985 Keep Learning Alive During The Summer
Sims Elementary - Evelyn Tucker, Bas{c Skills Teacher

Guest: Mrs. Johfinie Cavanaugh/Irene Fernandez, ESC XIII
Attendance 10
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Teach and Reach
Appendix D
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS (ITBS)

84.46

A FullToxt Provided by ERIC
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84.46

TEACH AND REACH
IT8S

Purpose

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) scores were analyzed in gathering infor-

1S, modified, or discontinued?

expected?

Procedure

inservice purposes:

1. Inservice October 12, 1984:

How to interpret skills analyses,
The ROSE report,
Year-long plan for learning,

Skills tested, -
TABS.

on BIGG file (Chapter 1 file).
3. Planning information May, 1985:

mation relevant to the tollowing decision and evaluation questions:

Decision Question D1. Should Project Teach and Reach be continued as

~ Evaluation Question Dl-1. Did students in Teach and Reach show
ﬁ petter achievement gains in reading and mathematics than would be

Some information was provided to Teach and Reach staff for planning and

Black student achievement districtwide,

Practice tests and testing guidelines,

2. Fall, 1984: As teachers supplied the names and ID numbers of
the students they served, they were supplied with a 1isting of
all standardized test scores available for the students based

® An extra copy of alpha 1isting of spring, 1985 ITBS scores
by school and grade (Teach and Reach students only).

¢ A listing of Black elementary students at or below the 50th
percentile in reading based on April, 1984 ITBS scores by
school (based on Chapter 1's eligibility program).

¢ An extra copy of ITBS skills analyses for individual
students.
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For the evaluation of the project, analyses were carried out using the
Statistical Analysis System (SAS) on AISD's IBM 4341 computer. Lists of"
students served were obtained from staff (see DP-REACH 01 01); ITBS
scores and descriptive information came from the ITBS and Student Master
Files. The following information was gathered:

Distribution of ITBS percentile scores for students served in
mathematics and in reading for spring, 1984 and spring, 1985.
Reading Total and Math Total scores were utilized except for
kindergarten. Language Total scores were utilized at the
kindergarten level for fall and spring anu tor spring, 1984 for
first graders (see DP-SASTR 01 01).

Listing of all Teach and Reach students' 1984-1985 scores in
Reading Total and Math Total on the ITBS by area of service,
school, and grade (see DP-SASTR 02 01). .

Summary of pretest (1984) and posttest (1985) mean percentile
scores and gains between spring, 1984 and spring, 1985 (except
at kindergarten where fall and spring scores were compared).
Means were calculated based on grade equivalents and then
converted to percentiles. Means were not calculated by campus
because sample sizes were too small by gre . .o be meaningful,
The supervising teacher received a listing .. students' scores
3¥)campus, grade, and subject area of service (see DP-SASTR 03

Report on School Effectiveness (ROSE) analysis. procedures were
used to compare progress of all students served in Teach and
Reach reading with similar students districtwide across grades
K-3; the same was done for math. This analysis considers a
nunber of variables, including ethnicity and low=-income
status. This provided an overall view of whether growth made
by Teach and Reach students was at the level expected, above
the level expected, or below the level expected compared to
similar students in AISD (see Attachment D-1 for a‘wore
complete description).

The procedure uced was to:

1)

2)

Take residual scores (deviation scores) from the ROSE file
(FORTRAN format) (program name DP-ROSTR 02 01).

Calculate means and standard deviations for all AISD students
at a grade level and for those in Teach and Reach at that
level. The Statistical Analysis System (SAS) was used for
these calculations (see DP-SAS 03 01).




Calculate the standard error for Teach and Reach bj grade with
a hand calculator with the following formula:

SEy = _SD_
W

where SD is the standard deviation of the student residual
scores and N is the number of students served by Teach and
Reach in the school (see Guilford and Fruchter, 1973, p. 128).

Divide the group mean by the standard error. The resulting
score was checked for significance at the .05 level (2=1.96) in
a table of z-scores to check the probability of the means being
obtained by chance.

Decision Rules:

1. A1l students in the program as of January were included in the
analyses. Thus, those dropping out after January (DROP*) were
included; the one student who added after January (ADD*) was not.

Unly students with both 1984 and 1985 Reading Total or Math Total
scores (depending on area(s) of service) were included. Special
Circumstances scores were considered invalid and skipped.

Only those served in reading were included in the reading ana1y§es;
only those served in math were included in the math gna1yses.

Kindergarten pretest scores reflect fall, 1984 rather than spring,

1984. Ki~dergarten students do not take a mathematics test in the

fall and therefore have no pretest. They also take language rather
than reading tests; the Language Total score was therefore used.

Pretest scores fdr first graders in read{ng are Language Total
scores; posttest scores are Reading Total scores.

In interpreting results of Teach and Reach achievement analyses, it is
important to realize that students were only served by Teach and Reach
about one-half hour per day four days a week. Other factors impacted
students’ achievement, e.g. the regular classroom teacher for the
previous and current year and possible service in the after-school
tutoring program (teachers indicated a few students were involved).

At grade levels where the sample size was 20 or greater, we have greater
confidence that these factors balanced each other out «nd did not distort
results; smaller samples are more susceptible to variations from these
sources and are therefore less reliable.
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Results

Frequency Distributions A

Reading. Figure D-1 shows the pretest and posttest score distributions

for Teach and Reach reading students. Scores reflect percentile Reading
Totals for students with valid scores both years (with Language Total e
reflected for kindergarten).

Originally, the program hoped to serve those students scoring between the
30th and 40th percentile--the second priority was those scoring below the
30th percentile not served by Chapter 1. As grade levels for service and
Chapter 1 rosters were examined in the fall, Tea<h and Reach felt it
necessary to add students scoring outside these guidelines. A summary of
students' scores is shown on the next page.

In terms of pretest scores:
e One half fit the criteria of 30-40th percentile;
e 23% scored beiow 30; 2

e 27% scored above the 40th percentile with 10% at the 50th
percentile or above.

Thus, only one half were in the original primary target group with some -
lower and higher achievers added.

ITBS Reading Totai Percentiics

Parcentile Pretest ' Posttest A
Ranges N % N % -k
1-19 15 19% ) 16 20% ) ;
20 - 29 3 4 ) 23% 11 14% ) 4% 3
30 - 39 26 33% ) . 10 13% ) :
40 - 49 28* 35% ) V8% 13 16% ) 29% |
50 - 59 3 9 ) 10 13% )
60 - 69 5 6% ) 10% 9 11% ) 38% :
72 - 99 - - ) 11 14% ) :
Range of Scores 1 - 67 4 -90 '

*14 (18%) scored at the 40th percentile exactly

Figure D-1. ITBS READING TOTAL PERCENTILE SCORES BY RANGES: TEACH K
AND REACH PRE AND POST. Scores reflect performances i
in 1984 and 1985. . s
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In terms of pre- to posttest results, this summary reveals that:

® The percentage of students scoring below the 30th percentile .
actually increased 11% between pre- and posttesting from 23% to
34% of those served,

e The percentage of students scoring between 30 and 49 dropped
dramatically, from 68% to 29%.

o The percentage of students scoring at or above the 50th percentile
increased 28%, from 10% to 38%.

This suggests Teach and Reach had a differential impact on students in
read ing--some students dropped below the 30th percentile who had
previously scored higher and some rose above the 50th percentile who
previously scored lower. Fortunately, the number increasing above 50
exceeded the number dropping below 30.

Mathematics. Figure D-2 shows pre- and posttest score distributions for

otal percentile scores for Teach and Reach mathematics stu-
dents (only those with valid scores both years). Original guidelines for
selection of students were the same as in reading.

In terms of pretest scores:
e OJnc third of those served scored between 30 and 40;
o Over half (58%) scored below 30:
o 9% scored between 41 and 49;
o 2% scored at the 50th percentile or above.

Thus, only one third fit the original primary target group with many
lower achievers and a few higher achievers added.

ITBS Mathematics Total Percentiles

Percentile Pretest Posttest
Ranges N % N %
1-19 39 35% ) 26 23% )
20 - 29 26 23% ) 58% 21  19% ) 42%
30 - 39 36 32% ) 20 18% )
40 - 49 10 9% ) 41% 17 15% ) 33%
50 - 59 2 2% ) 11 10% )
F0 - 69 - - ) 2% 11  10% ) 26%
70 - 99 - - ) 7 6% )
Range of Scores 1- 51 2 -9

Figure D-2. ITBS MATH TOTAL PERCENTILE SCORES BY RANGES FOR TEACH AND
REACH STUDENTS IN 1984 AND 198S.
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Pre- to posttest comparisons suggest betier progress in mathematics than in
reading for those served. Not only did the percentage of students scoring
at 50 or above increase by 36%, but the percentage scoring below 30
decreased 16%.

Student Scores

An examination of individual stuaent scores reveals their patterns of
growth. An unusually large number of students appears to have made either
very large gains or very large losses. It is difficult to tell whether
these changes are the result of Teach and Reach, the regular teacher, or
student disinterest in the testing on the pre- or posttest. A1l could have
played a part in particular cases. Figure D-3 shows percentile scores for
those served in each area by scnool and grade. Campus and student
identities have been protected for confidentiality.

Score Increases and Decreases

Several counts were made to further examine changes in Teach and Reach
student scores between pre- and posttesting. The chart which follows
displays the number of students who showed gains, no change, or losses in
percentile scores between pre- and posttesting.

Changes in Percentile Scores
Pre- to Post

READING
Number of
Students Showing... K 1 2 3
No. & No. % No. &%  HNo. &
Gains 8 38 2] o3 6 40 & &
No Change (0) 0 0 0 0
Losses 13 62 12 31 9 60 1 20
iotal 21 100 1 ] ou
L.. MATHEMATICS
“r Number of
~» Students Showing... K 1 2 3
No. % No. % HNo. % No. %
N Gains N/A¥ 22 716 26 65 26 59
No Change (0) 0 1 3 2 5
Losses 7 24 13 33 16 36
Total 0 29 100 40 0

~ *No pretest available
." *Does not total to 100 due to rounding
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Figure D-3. TEACH AND REACH STUDENTS' PRE- AND POSTTEST SCORES ON THE I™BS. (Page 1 of 5) . s
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The summary chart below shows whether more students made gains (+) or losses
(=) by grade level.

Total Total
N Reading N Mathematics
K 21 - - " N/A
1 39 + 29 +
2 15 - 40 +
3 5 + 44 +

Thus, Teach and Reach was more successful in achieving student gains in
mathematics than reading. In reading, Teach and Reach was more successful
at grades one and three (note small sample size) than at grades K and two.

A more detailed look at the sizes of the gains and losses made by students
is provided in Figure D-4. This breakdown shows that most of the very large
gains (26 or more percentile points or more) occurred at grade one in
reading and grades one and two in mathematics. It also confirms that the
poorest growth was seen at the kindergarten and second grade level in
reading with good growth for most students at the other grade levels in both
areas (rote small sample at grade 3 in reading).

Changes in Percentile Scores
Pre- to Post
(Size of Gain or Loss)

READING K 1 2 3
0. No. % No. & No. %
+26->+65 2 10% 13 '33%
+16->+25 1 5% 8 21% 3  20%
+ 6->+15 3 14% 2 5% 3 20% 4 80%
- B>+ § 5 24% 6 15% 1 20%
- 6=->-15 6 29% 4 10% 7 47%
-16->-25 3 14% 2 5% 1 7%
=25->=53 1 5% 4 10% 1 7%
Total 2T Too% 3/ T 15 TOO% 5 T00%
MATHEMATICS K 1 2 3
No. % No. % No. % No. &%
+26->+60 N/A 8 28% 11 28% 7 16%
+16->+25 No 6 21% 5 13% 9 20%
+ 6->+15 pretest 4 14% 7 18% 5 11%
- 5=>+ § available 5 17% 8 20% 11  25%
- 6->-15 3 10% 6 15% 5 11%
-16->~25 3 10% 2 5% 3 7%
«26->-32 1 4

3% 9%
Total 0 9served) 29 T00Z 40 T00% 45 TI00%

Figure D-4, SIZE OF CHANGES IN PERCENTILE SCORES IN READING AND MATHEMATICS.
Shows number and percent of students showing various size gains
and losses between spring, 1984 and spring, 1985 on the ITBS in
Reading Total and Mathematics Total sections. Students are
reflected only in area(s) served. Percenta es do“not a1wajs
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Patterns of growth by campus reveal the following number of students showing
gains, no change, and losses overall.

KEAUING (ampus Number

Number of | 2 -3 4 )] 6
Students Showing... | # % # % # % # % # % + &
Gains 21 68 12 41 12 60
No Change (0) .- - - -, - e
Losses 10 32 17 59 8 40

MATHEMATICS

Gains 22 61 8100 15 65 18 56 11 79
No Change (0) 1 3 - - 1 4 1 3 - -
Losses 13 36 0 - 7 30 13 41 3 21

Caution must be taken in interpreting results by campus because small
samples are more susceptible to the influences of other variables affecting
the students (e.g., the regular classroom teacher, tutorial experience). If
success is considered the number of students showing gains of any size,
success rates varied from 41 to 77%.

Mean Gains

Average scores for Blacks in Teach and Reach and AISD overall in reading and
mathematics are shown below.

] TERCH IN U REACH

A1SU BLACKS
Grade:[” ¥ 1 Z 3 X SRR 4 3
L] 21 39 26 3 708942 642 598
Pttt I B A — 56—

U
etes 4
Posttest 28 80 38 45 Vi) 4 41 4
Gai + -6

n -1 _+0 -3 ¥ +17 .15
MATHERATICS
N 3 & W & | 9 B9 %2 5%

Pretest None 30 27 27 None 29 It 43

Posttest 47 3 36 31 3 39 Q &5

gain None +3 + +4 None +10 -l +2
AVERAGE ITBS PERCENTILE SCORES FOR TEACH AND REACH VERSUS ALL

Figure D-5.
_ BLACK AISD STUDENTS,

Nudin! Total and Methematics Total -
scores are shown for

rades 1 .through' 3. -Kindergarten scores

are for language. Only students tested at both pr and posttest

are included except at grade 1, Where all those tested are

included. Teach and Reach scores are mean grade equivalents

ct:?r‘lvortad to percentiles; AISD Black scores are medfan percen-
es. '

These averages suggest greater gains or smaller losses for Blacks in Teach
and Reach at some grade levels--grades 2 and 3 in reading and mathematics.
However, a more valid comparison is available in the Report on School
Effectiveness (ROSE), which considers many other background characteristics.
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84.46
Report on School Effectiveness (ROSE) é
The ROSE report (1985) is based on regression analyses which consider .

previous achievement and the following factors in comparing the growth of
Teach and Reach students to others in AISD.

Sex o Transfer status

Ethnicity d Desegregation status (Was school
Family income impacted? Was student reassigned?)
Pupil/teacher ratio

for the grade

The ROSE indicates whether those in Teach and Reach:
o Exceeded predicted gains,
o Achieved predicted gains, or
o Achieved below predicted gains.

Results indicate that:

o The gains of second graders served in mathématics exceeded
predicted levels.

o Students served in reading at grades K-3 and in mathematics at

grades 1 and 3 achieved predicted gains. Gains were not
significantly different from similar students not served.

PERFORMANCE IN...

. GRADE N READING N MATHEMATICS
K 21  Achieved predicted gain 9 Not avatlable ‘
1 39 Achieved predicted gain | 29  Achieved predicted gain
2 26 Achieved predicted gain | 40  Exceeded predicted gain
3 5 o« 44 Achieved predicted gain
*Number is too small for analysis. ;
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THE ROSE—THE REPORT ON SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS

e

1983-84

R

What {8 ROSE?

] ~ S e

ROSE, the Report on School Effectivenass, provides information about AISD
schocls that is more than just descriptive. It is the result of a series of
statistical analyses wvhich answer-the question, "How do the achievement gains
of a school's students compare vi:h those of other AISD students of the sane
previous achievemant levels and background characteristics?" Regrassion
aralysis is used to produce predicted achievement lavels in reading and math
for each student based on the following characteristics:

.. .-
e - «

e Previous achievement level, l\
o Sex, %
e Ethaicity, . o
e Family income (whether or not the student or a sibling '

received a free or reduced-price lunch), Bt
e Whether or not the student's school was mpaet:cd by

v oy

T P
R AR SRR 0 S 3L

desegregition,

e Whether or not the student was :msigned by the deseg-
regation plan,

e Whather or not the student was a transfer student:. and

e The average pupil/teacher ratio for the student's grade
at his/her school (elementary only).
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The predicted scores are then conpaud with the students' actual scores. On_
the elementary and junior high printouts, the numbars in parantheses give the
average difference between the predicted and actual scores in grade equiva-
lents. For example, a value of +.10 would mean that the students at that
grade scorad one month higher on the average than similar studsnts districe-
wide. The verbal descriptors, "Exceedad: Ptcdiet:cd Gain," "Achieved Predicted
Gain," and "Below Predicted Gain" are assigned according to the statiscical
significance of the results. If the obtained average is far enough above or
below the expected value of zero so that it would have occurred only 5% of
the time or less by chance, then the "Exceeded" or "Below" label is assigned.

"- : - ‘ -‘h»
- ” g rald
- v . .

L

In producing the high school printouts, the comparison of actual and predicted
scores is used to classify students as being either above or below their ex-
pected level of achievement. Again a statistical test is used to assign the
verbal descriptors using the same decision rule, 7<.05.

What {8 the purpose of ROSE?

The purpose of ROSE is to improve student achievement in reading and math
through the identification of groups of students who are experiencing excep-
tional success or failure. The identification of these students creates an
opportunity for improvement in the overall program if practices or conditions
associated with the success or failure of these studeats can be identified.
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If a school has students who are scoring above the predicted levels in read-
ing and math, an examination of the practices of their teachers may reveal
information which will be useful in improving performance for students in
other groups or subject aress. Cases vhere the students are scoring below
the pradicted level also require close attention so that practices or condi-
tions wvhich are retarding student growth can be identified and altered.

Some Cautions! .
In using ROSE, keep the following points in mind:

a. ROSE has its greatest value when the results do not entirely match
your informal assessment; {.e., when it is providing you with new
i{nformation. If the results ars the complete opposite of your expe-
rience, however, then the analyses should be viewed with caution.

b. Test results have been considered only for reading and math. Exemplary
or poor performance in other areas has not been examined.

c. ROSE attempts to adjust for as many factors outside the school's control
as possible. When above~ or below-average performance is found, addi-
tional factors outside the school's control msy still be operating.
Knowledge of the situation at the school is important to a full under-
standing of the report.

d. ROSE should be used constructively. The emphasis should be on initiating
and reinforcing good practices and identifying problems. Remember, the
purpose is to improve the education of our students,

e. Given that ROSE controls for certain bukgrouud characteristics, sone
schools with high concentrations of low-income, low-achieving students
will be found to exceed predicted acliievement at some grades, even
though their average achievement level is low. It is & strangth of
ROSE that it recognizes the effectiveness of the teachers of these stu-
dents; however, nothing in the KOSE report should be taken as an indica-
tion that the Disttict is satisfied with the achievemeat of our low-
achieving students. Indeed, it is a priority goal of the Uistrict that
low student achievement be improved at all grade levels. We expect over
time that the effact of certain factors now explaining low achievement
will have less effect on predicted achievement. ROSE may contribute to
the success of that goal by rainforcing the efforts of effective teachers
and by highlighting effective practices for others to follow.

£, The statistical significance of the rasults are influenced by the number
of students testad; i.es., any given value is mors likely to represent a
real difference from the expected value if it is obtained from 100 stu-
dents rather than 350. Therefore, in some cases elemantary and junior
high results that are significant may appear to be less extreme than
other results that are nonsignificant {f the sizes of the groups differ
greatly.

School Characteristics Information

The values for ths school characterfstics listed on the ROSE may differ from
those listed in individual school achievement profilas or elsewhere. The
ROSE values are based on the population used in doing the analyses aud there-
fore may not exactly reflect the total school population. -
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